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The sources from which this pamphlet has. been compiled are 
cyclopaedias, old maps, official correspondence between Great 
Britain and the United States and Venezuela, Schomburgk's 
map and report, official boundary map of Lord Eosebery, and the 
despatches of successive Governments. 

The work includes a history of the colonization of the United 
States, Spanish Guiana, Dutch and British Guiana, with copies 
of official boundary maps, fully coloured. 

The value of the disputed territory — west of the Essequibo (see 
map) — is the gold and other minerals found there, the right to 
make concessions being the real ground for the acute phase of the 
dispute. 

The acute phase of the Anglo- Venezuelan boundary question, 
has arisen in consequence of the very loose way in which the 
geographical boundaries are defined in treaties with Great Britain. 
England's late difficulty with Russia over the Afghan Boundary 
question of 1873, arose from this cause. 

In the following pages is given a condensed History of the 
question, the Monroe Doctrine, the Colonization of the various 
colonies affected, the growth of the United States, Declaration of 
Independence, President Cleveland's Message, the Despatches 
between Great Britain and the United States, Schomburgk's 
report, and map. 

Febr-uary Uh, 1896. 
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THE VENEZUELAN BOUNDARY 
QUESTION. 



The question in dispute ia the value of the Schomburgk , linn 
Venezuela does not admit the boundary. The United States agree-' 
with Venezuela upon this point, and that this line, being different 
from other lines suggested from time to time and now abandoned, 
nullifies England's right tfl any definite line west of the Essequibo 
Kiver. England claims the original boundary which Schomburgk, 
in his Report, considers ia the western watershed of the Essequibo 
River. The Dutch claimed from Spain the same watershed in 
1759-69. The territory claimed by the Dutch was formally ceded . 
to Eugland in 1814. 

British Guiama, 

It is important to remember that nearly aOO years before Presi- 
dent Monroe issued his Message enunciating his Doctrine the 
CKiianas were colonized by the Dutch. 

In 1580 the Dutch settled in Guiana, Their position was con- 
tested by the Spaniards. Notwithstanding this fact, the Dutch 
again estabhshed a colony on the banks of Essequibo, which was 
in a flourishing condition in 1613. In 1669 the Dutch owned the 
Guianas, including British, Dutch and French. 

In 1803, the same year in which the United States bought 
from the French the territory owned by the latter on the 
west bank of the MiRsissippi, the British finally acouired the 
territory now called British Guiana from the Dutch. It was 
fcarmally ceded in 1814, 11 years before the '' Monroe Doctrine" 
saw light. The territory consisted of three colon ies—Demerara, 
Essequibo and Berbice, so named after the rivers which drain 
them. In 1831 these three colonies were consolidated. 

MONKOE DOCTKINE AS IT IS APPLIED BY THE 
U.MTED STATES. 

Mr. Olney asserts that the Doctrine confers the right on th^ 
United States to decide questions of frontier that may arise betweenj 
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any European Power, having possessions on the Continents or 
Islands of America, and an American Stafe, without making the 
United States responsible for the misconduct of any American 
State towards any other State, in any question of international 
law. The United States admit that they have not inquired into 
the question, hut have based their arguments upon the case from 
information Fujiplied by Venezuela, 

This information is, in the opinion of Lord Salisbury, " erroneous 
in many material facts." 

NORTH AMERICA THE FIELD FOR EUROPEAN 
COLONIZATION. 

North America was first made known to Europeans by North- 
men who, from the 11th century, made voyages from Greenland. 
things were not known in South Europe until the end of 
the I5th century, when Columbus made his famous voyage and 
discoveries. 

The Portuguese and Venetians sent ont expeditions. The 
Spaniards were, however, before them. 

Europeans were now fully alive to the value of the new land 
beyond the seas, and took their share in the settlement, notwith- 
standing the fact that the Spaniards called themselves masters of the 
whole, as they had spread themselves over the West Indies, Mexico, 
Chili, J-& Plata, and the North Coast of South America, and over 
what is known as the Spanish Main^the coast westward from the 
Amazon to the Mouth of the Mississippi. The Portuguese settled 
in Brazil ; the English, French, and Netherlanders fished off New- 
foundland and I^hrador, and finally settled there in the 17th 
century. 

In 1620 The Pilgrim Fathers made their voyage in the 
"Mayflower" and "Plymouth Eoek," and landed on the N.E, 
comer of what is now the United States, and remained on the 
East of the Mississippi Watershed. The English kept to New 
England — Virginia — which in Queen Elizabeth's tinoe included 
the Atlantic Coast from Halifax to Ca]>e Fear, The French and 
Dut^ch also settled in Guiana and New York, and the English in 
the Bermudas and Barbadoes. The Swedes settled in New Jersey. 
Spain, France, and England have, however, been the great 
colonizers of the North-American Continent. 

The Jesuit Fathers explored the Mississippi to its mouth, and 
planted the flag of their country in the great central valley of the 
Mississippi, and under the name of Ixiuisiana claimed for the 
French monarch the territory comprising what is now known as 
Ixjuisiana, .Arkansas, Missouri, Iowa, Minnessota, Nebraska, and 
Kan,«s ; in fact, the whole countrv drained bv the west bank of 



the Mississippi to its moutli. This territory the French ceded to 
Spain in 1762, the latter receding to the French in 1800, who sold 
it to the United States in 1803 for 15,000,000 dollars. The 
English colonization of the Atlantic slope of North America 
gradually obliterated the influence of Spain. The incentive to 
Spain was gold, to France the fishing, to England, tobacco. 

The United States declared their Independence in 1776. 
Prior to this date the necessity of an Union had been recognised, 
so that no difficulty stood in the way of establishing a Govern- 
ment. History was ransacked, and the principles of every form of 
Grovemment studied to this end. 

In 1798 thirteen states adopted the American Constitution, and 
the remaining states have joined since. P>om 1798 to 1823 the 
home and foreign policy of the States was subject of discussion 
both in America and England, and it is said that George Canning 
was the author of the " Monroe Doctrine." 

It was discussed by President Monroe's Cabinet, and supported 
by John Quincy Adams. Monroe, accepting the lead of Canning, 
enunciated this doctrine as a cardinal policy of the American 
nation. 

This brings us to 1823, and defines the position the United 
States held in her relations to those European countries who had 
held, and then held, territorial rights in the American continents, 
especially on the littoral of the Gulf of Mexico, and was the cause 
of the Presidential Message sent out by President Monroe, in 
1823, embodying the " Monroe Doctrine." 



signals at Pnnta Barima, and for the establisliment of beacons in the 
main mouth of the Orinoco, 26th of May, 1836 ; (m) Despatch of 
the Governor of Demerara (Parliamentary Papers), 1st of Sept- 
ember, 1838; («) Note from the Venezuelan Governor of Guiana 
to the Government, August 23, 1841, on the acknowledgment of 
Venezuelan jurisdiction over Cano Moruco by a court of Demerara ; 
(o)"A similar act of virtual recognition of Venezuelan jurisdiction 
in 1874, on account of the homicide committed by the English 
subject Thomas Garrett. 

I~ The right of ^'enezuela has been contested by Great Britain on 

the following grounds :— 
1. The forts of New Zealand and New Jiiddleburg 
erected by the Dutch in 1657 on the I'oniaron and Moroco. 
2, The concessions granted by the Uutch Company, 
successor in 1674 to the West Indies Company, for trading 
with the Colonies of Essequibo and Pomaron, the latter ex- 
fending, according to Great Britain, as tar as the Orinoco. 
3. The combat at fort New Zealand in 1797, between 
Dutch and Spaniards, in which the latter were defeated and 
: 



4. The treaty of London, dated August 13. 1814, by 
Whieli Holland ceded to Great Britain the Colonies of 
Demerara, Essequibo, and Berbice. 

HISTORY OF THE ACQUISITION OF THE DISPUTED 
TERRITORY BY VENEZUELA. 




The Republic of Venezuela inherited from Si«iin all the territories 
formerly known as Captaincy General of Venezuela. Guiana was 
a province thereof. It was bounded by the Atlantic Ocean on the 
east and by the Amazon River on the south. A part of this 
territory had been invaded by the Dutch during their war of 
independence. Their rights over the newly-acquired possessions 
along the northern coast of South America were recognised by 
Spain on the 3(Hh January, 1648 (treaty of Munster). 

In the extradition treaty signed at Aranjuez, June 23rd, 1791, 
by Spain and Holland, the islands of St. Eustace, Curajas, and the 
colonies named Essequibo, Demerara, Berhice, and Surinam, lying 
east of Venezuela, wei"e considered to be Dutch possessions. 

Essequibo, Demerara, and Berbice were transferred to Great 

Britain through the treaty of London, August 13th, 1814. England 

no other titles in Guiana than those conferred by virtue of this 

,ty. so that, in 1811, the year of Venezuelan indejiendence, the 

Essequibo River was the boundary between Dutch Guiana and 

Venezuela. The Essequibo Umit was furthermore niaintjiined by 



the G-ovemment of Colombia in 1822. and has been establisbed in 
the constitution of Veneznela up to the present time. 

1841. An English commissioner, Engineer Schomburgk, 
planted posts and other marks in Barima and Amacuro, far 
west of the Esseqnibo River. The Government protested, and 
her British Majesty ordered the prompt removal of the marks, 
which it was stated were not intended to indicate possession. 

1844. The Minister Plenipotentiarj' of Venezuela in London, 
Senor Fortique, succeeded in opening negotiations with England, 
after three years' preUminaries, and proposed the Essequibo Kiver 
as a divisional Kne between Venezuela and British Guiana. 

Lord Aberdeen, then Minister for Foreign Affairs proposed the . 
Moroco, a river west of the Essequibo, but the Government did ' 
not accept the latter line, as it deprived the Republic of the tract | 
of land lying between the two rivers, 

1850. To the effect, of contradicting a rumour that Great Britaia H 
intended to claim jurisdiction over Venezuelan Guiana, Mr. Wilson, 
then British Charge d'Affairea to Venezuela, stated that his ] 
Government had no intention to occupy the region disputed ; that ' 
they would neither order such occupations nor sanction them on 
thepartof their authorities, and that the latter would be enjoined 
to refrain from such acts. He also requested and obtained t 
similar declaration from the Government of Venezuela. 

1876. The settlement of the question was again norged by , 
Venezuela, and in February, 1877, Br. I. M. Kojas, minister 
resident in London, re-opened the negotiations commenced by 
Senor Fortique. He stated that the proposition offered by Lore! 
Aberdeen bad not been accepted because of certain conditions 
connected with it which interfered with the sovereignty of the 
country. He also expressed the conciliatory sentiments of the 
Government ; but the consideration of the matter was postjraned by 
the British Cabinet until after the arrival of the Governor of British 
Gnianawho was ex^tected in Ixrndon about March, 1879 — 1881, Dr. 
Bojas who had resigned his ]iost in 1878, was again appointed to 
the legation in London. On the 12th April, 1880, he informed 
Lord Salisbury tbat Venezuela, in order to come to a satisfactory 
agreement, would abandon the position of strict right and adopt a 
frontier to the convenience of both parties, such as the Moroco , 
Hiver indicated by Lord Aberdeen in 1844 as a boundary on the 
coast. 

Her Majesty's Government replied, February 12th, 1881, that. I 
the Moroco line could not longer be admitted, but that they i 
would consider any conventional line starting from a point on the \ 
coast south of the former. 

On the 21st of the same month Dr. Eojas sent his aaswer to 
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KLord Granville and suggested, as a proof of the friendly wishes of 

r Venezuela, the drawing of a line commencing on the coast, one 
mile north of the mouth of the Moroco. He also declared that 
in case of non-acceptance, there was no other course left but 
arbitration. Ix)rd Granville equally rejected the new boundary, 
and proposed another which he described in a confidential 

, memorandum. This compromise was carefully examined by the 
Government, and found utterly unacceptable, as it established a 
limit widely different from the original Essequibo frontier, and 
was based on certain assumptions absolutely erroneous. 

1883. General Guzman Blanco was appointed Envoy Extra- 
ordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to Great Britain, for the 
settlement of this and various other matters. While negotiating 
a new treaty of commerce, be obtained from the British Govem- 

- ment a written promise to submit to arbitration all disputes 
arising between the two countries, the Guiana boundary question 

1^ included. 

A change in the Ministry took place shortly afterwards, and 

BXord Rosebery, Lord Granville's successor, refused to keep the 

^aforesaid promise on the _ground that controversies on limits 
could not be judged by arbitration. Lord Kosebery evidently 
forgot that England applied it to similar disputes with the 
United States in 1827 and 1871, when the King of Holland and 
the Emperor of Germany acted as arbiters. 

1886. Lord Rosebery presented a new frontier. This was 
deemed inadmissible for several reasons, one of them being that, 
conjointly with it, a demand was introduced for free navigation 
and commerce on the Orinoco River. 

As the invasion went ou without interruption and Acts of Juris- 
diction ovex the Venezuelan territory were constantly committed by 
English authorities, the Venezuelan legation solemnly protested 
and demanded satisfaction. 

1887. On the 6th of January, Venezuela reiterated her willing- 
ness to appeal to arbitration, pursuant to which she demanded the 
previous evacuation of the region between t.he Orinoco and Pomaron 
rivers, declaring at the same time that if by the 20th of P'ebruary 
no answer bad been given, or a negative one had been returned, 
she would be forced to sever her diplomatic relations with 
England. 

^ The proiioBition for arbitration was again refused. Venezuela 
acf^ordingly protested once more against the grevious proceedings 
of Great Britain, and suspended relations with her ou the 20th of 
February, 1877. (Q>'. 1887). 

Through the intervention of the United States, Lord Salisbury 
consented to receive Dr. Lucio PuHdo in 1890, as confidential 
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Agent of the Republic. Notwithstanding his efforts, Dr. Palido 
did not obtain a satisfactory arrangement, and returned to 
Venezuela soon after. 

Senor Toinds Michelena was appointed to London with the 
same character some months ago, with a view to promote and 
procure the re-establishment of her former connections with Great 
Britain ; but since Lord Rosebery, while disposed to surrender the 
controversy to the decision of an Arbiter, does not admit the 
existence of Venezuelan titles over the territory comprised between 
the Essequibo River and the Schomburgk line, as shown in the 
map hereto subjoined, and is absolutely negative as to considering 
the possession of this vast portion of land subject to arbitration, 
no practical or valuable results can be reached through the 
renewal of friendship without the formal pledge of England that 
it is desirous to settle the conflict in accordance with the laws of 
justice and right. 

Venezuela is, and always has been, willing to submit to arbitra- 
tion. In pursuance of this purpose, she invoked and obtained the 
moral help of all the American republics. She instructed her 
minister in Washington, in 1890, to request the friendly services 
of the Grovemment of the United States, which were cordially 
offered her, inasmuch, said Mr. Blaine, as the volume of evidence 
in favor of Venezuela is overwhelming and mostly derived from 
English sources. 

David Lobo. 

October 2etk, 1 893. 
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From The Times, December ISth, 1895. 

VENEZUELAN BOUNDARY QUESTION. 



Important Despatches. 

Ijast night's London Gazette contained the following despatches 
of Mr. Olney, the United States Secretary of State, and Lord 



Salisbury, which are of such great iraportance that we print them 
textnally in spite of their length : — 

THE QUESTIOX FROM THE UNITED STATE8 
POINT OK VIEW. 

Mr. Olnev to Mr. Bayarr. . 

(Communicated to the Marquis of Salisbary by Mr. Bayard, 
August 7th.} 

Department of State, Washington, 

July 20tk. 1895. 

Sir, — I am directed by the President to communicate to you his 

l-Views upon a subject to which he has given much anxious tliought, 

? and respecting which he has not reached a conclusion without a 

lively sense of its great importance, as well as of the serious 

responsibility involved in any action now to be taken. 

It is not proposed, and for the present pur[X)ses is not necessary, 
to enter into any detailed account of the controversy between 
Great Britain and Venezuela respecting the western frontier of 
the colony of British Guiana. The dispute is of ancient date, and 
began at least as early as the time when Great Britain acquired, 
by the treaty with the Netherlands of 1814, " the establishments 
of Demerara, Esaequibo, and Berbice." From that time to the 
present, the dividing line between these " establishments " now 
called British Guiana and Venezuela, has never ceased to be a 
subject of contention. The claims of both parties, it must be con- 
ceded, are of somewhat indefinite nature. On the one hand, 
Venezuela, in every Constitution of Government since she became 
an independent State, has declared her territoriai limits to be those 
of the Captaincy-Genera! of Venezuela in 1810; yet, out of 
" moderation and prudence," it is said, she has contented herself 
with claiming the Essequibo line — the line of the Essequibo river 
that is — to be the true boundary between Venezuela and British 
Guiana. On the other hand, at least an equal degree of indefinite- 
ness distinguishes the claim of Great Britain, It does not seem 
to be asserted, for instance, that in 1814 the "establishments" 
then acquired by Great Britain had any clearly-defined western- 
limits which can now be identified, and which are either the limits 
insisted upon to-day, or, being the original Hmita, have been the 
basis of legitimate territorial extensions. On the contrary, having 
the actual possession of a district called the Ponaron district, she 
apparently remained indifferent as to the exact area of the colony 
until 1840, when she commissioned an engineer, Sir Eobert. 




Schomlrarglf, to examine and lay down ita bonndaries. The result, 
was the Schomburgk line, which was fised by metes and bounds, 
was delineated on maps, and was at first indicated on the face of 
the country itself by postii, monograms, and other like symbols. 
If it was exjiected that Venesuela would acquiesce in this Line, the 
expectation was doomed to speedy disappointment. Venezuela at 
once protested, and with such vigour and to such purpose that the 
line was explained to be only tentative — part of a general boundary 
scheme cionceming Brazil and the Netberlands, as well as Venezuela 
— and the monuments of the line set up by Schomburgk were 
removed by the express order of liOrd Aberdeen. Under these 
circumstances, it seems impossible to treat the Schomburgk line^ 
as being the boundary claimed by Great Brita,in as matter of right, 
or as anything but a line originating in considerations of con- 
venience and expediency. Since 1840 various other boundary -lines 
have from time to time been indicated by Great Britain, but all 
as conventional lines— lines to which Venezuela's assent has b en 
desired, but which in no instance, it is believed, have been 
demanded as matter of right. Thus, neither of the parties is to-^' 
day standing for the boundary-line predicated upon strict legal i 
right — Great Britain having formulated no such claim at all, while ■ 
Venezuela insists upon the Essequibo line only as a liberal con- M 
cession to her antagonist. I 

Several other features of the situation remain to be briefly m 
noticed— the continuous growth of the undefined British claim, ■ 
the fate of the various attemps at arbitration of the controversy, M 
and the part, in the matter heretofore taken by the United States. I 
As aheady seen, the exploitation of the Schomburgk line in 1840 I 
was at once followed by the protest, of Venezuela and by proceed- J 
ines on the part of Great Britain which could fairly be interpreted.,^ 
only as a disavowal of that line. Indeed — in addition to the facts-™ 
already noticed — Tjord Aberdeen himself in 1844 proposed a line I 
beginning at the river Moroco, a distinct abandonment of tha ^ 
Schomburgk line. Notwithstanding this, however, every change 
in the British claim since that time has moved the frontier of 
British Guiana farther and farther to the westward of the line thus 

The Granville line of 1881 placed the starting-point _ 
distance of 29 miles from the Moroco in the direction of- M 
Fnnta Barima. The Kosebery line of 1886 placed it west of the M 
Guiama river, and about that time, if the British authority known j 
as the " Stateman's Year Book " is to be relied upon, the area of 
British Guiana was suddenly enlarged by some 33,000 square 
miles— being stated as 76,000 square miles in 1885, and 109,000 
square mCes in 1887. The Salisbury line of 1890 fixed the startl- 
ing-point of the line in the mouth of the Amacuro west of thJi. ■ 
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Punta Barima on the Orinoco. And, finally, in 1893, a se'eoni 
Eosebery line carried the boundary from a point to the west of thi 
Ainacuro as Jar as the source of the Cumano river and the Sierra 
of Ueupamo. Nor have the \'arious claims thus enumerated beei) 
claims on paper merely. An exercise of jurisdiction corresponding 
more or less to such claims has accompanied or followed closely 
upon each, and has been the more irritating and unjustifiable if, aa 
is alleged, an agreement made in the yeai- 1850 hound both parties 
t-o refrain from such occupation pending the settlement of the 
dispute. 
^ While the British claim has been developing in the manner 
above described, Venezuela has made earnest and repeated efforts 
to have the question of boundary settled. Indeed, allowance being- 
made for the distractions of a war of independence and for frequent 
internal revolutions, it may be fairly said that Venezuela has never 
ceased to strive for its adjustment. It could, of course, do so only 
through peaceful methods, any resort to force as against ita 
powerful adversary being out of the question. Accordingly, 
shortly after the dmwing of the Schomburgk line, an effort was 
made to settle the boundary by treaty, and was apparently 
progressing towards a successful issue when the negotiations were 
brought to an end in 1844 by the death of the Venezuelan 
Plenipotentiary. In 1848 Venezuela entered upon a period of 
civil commotions which iasted ibr more than a quarter of a century, 
and the negotiations thus interrupted iu 1844 were not resumed 
until 187fi. In that year Venezuela offered to close the dispute 
-by accepting the Moroco line proposed by Lord Aberdeen. But, 
without giving reasons for his refusal, Lord Granville rejected the 
proposal, and suggested a new line comprehending a large tract of 
territory, all pretension to which seemed to have been abandoned 
by the previous action of Lord Aberdeen. Venezuela refased to 
assent to it, and negotiations dragged along without result until 
1882, when Venezuela concluded that the only course open to her 
was arbitration of the controversy. Before she had made any 
definite proposition, however. Great Britain took the initiative by 
suggesting the making of a treaty which should determine various 
other questions as well as that of the disputed boundary. The 
result was that a treaty was practically agreed upon with the 
Gladstone Government in 1886, containing a general arbitration 
clause under which the i>artie8 might have submitted the boundary 
dispute to the decision of a thii^ Power or of several Powers in 
amity with both. Before the actual signing of the treaty, how- 
ever, the Administration of Mr, Gladstone was superseded by that 
of Lord Salisbirry, which declined to accede to the arbitration 
clause of the treaty, notwithstanding the reasonable especta- 




tions of Venezuela to ttie contrary, baaed upon the Preraier'si 
emphatic declaration in the House of Lords that no = 
Government would think of not respecting the engage- 
ments of its predecessor. Since then, Venezuela, on the one/' 
side, has been offering and calling for arbitration, while Great 
Britain, on the other, has responded by insisting upon the i 
dition that any arbitration should relate only to such of I 
disputed territory as lies west of a line designated by herself, 
this condition seemed inadmissible to Venezuela, and as, while t. 
negotiations were jiending, new appropriations of what is claimed 
to be Venezuelan territory continued to be made, Venezuela in 
1887 suspended diplomatic relations with Great Britaiu, protesting, 
" before her British Majesty's Government, before all civilised 
nations, and before the world in general, against the acts of 
spoliation committed to her detriment by the Government of 
Great Britain, which she at no time and on no account will 
recognise as capable of altering in the least the rights which she 
has inherited from Spain, and respecting which she will ever be 
willing to submit to the decision of a third Power." Diplomatic 
relations have not since been restored, though what are claimed to 
be new and flagrant British aggressions forced Venezuela to resume 
negotiations on the boundary question — in 1890 through its 
Minister in Paris and a special envoy on that subject, and in 1893 
through a confidential agent, Senor Michelena. These negotia- 
tions, however, met with the fate of other like previous nego- 
tiations — Great Britain refusing to arbitrate except as to territory 
west of an arbitrary line drawn by herself. All attempts in that 
direction definitely terminated in October, 1893, when Senor 
Michelena filed with the Foreign OflSce the following declaration : — 

" I perform a most, strict duty in raising again in the name of i^ 
the Government of Venezuela a most solemn protest against the 
proceedings of the colony of British Guiana, constituting encroach- 
ments upon the territory of the Republic, and against the declara- 
tion contained in your Excellency's communication that her 
Britannic Majesty's Government considers that part of the 
territory as pertaining to British Guiana, and admits no claim to 
it on the part of Venezuela. In support of this protest I reproduce 
all the arguments presented to your Excellency in my note of the 
29th of last September and those which have been exhibited by 
the Government of Venezuela on the various occasions they have 
TEused the same protest. 

" I lay- on her Britannic Siajesty's Government the entire i/ 
resi»nsibility of the incidents that may arise in the future iroin 
the necessity to which Venezuela has been driven to oppose by all 
" 'i means the dispossession of a [lart of her territory ; for, by 
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disregarding her just representations to put an end to thia violent 
state of affairs through the decision of arbiters, her Majesty's' 
Government ignores her rights, and imjioses upon her the painful 
though peremptory duty of providing for her own legitimate 
defence." 
7 To the territorial controversy between Great Britain and the 
Eepublic of Venezuela, thus briefly outlined, the L'nited .States 
has not been and, indeed, in view of its traditional policy, could 
not be inditierent. The note to the British Foreign OfBce by 
which Venezuela oj^ned negotiations in 1876 was at once com- 
mimieated to this Government, In January, 1881, a letter of the 
Venezuelan Minister at Washington respecting certain alleged 
demonstrations at the month of the Orinoco was thus answered by 
Mr. Evart.B, then Secretary of -State : — 
J "In reply I have to inform you that, in view of the deep interest 
which the Government of the L'nited States takes in all transac- 
tions tending to attempting encroachments of foreign Powers 
upon the territory of any of the Republics of this continent, this 
Government could not look with indiflerence to Ihe forcible 

! acquisition of such territory by England if the mission of the 
vessels now at the mouth of the Orinoco should be found to be for 
that end. This Government awaitM, therefore, with natural con- 
cern the more jiarticular statements promised by the (iovernment 
of Venezuela, which it holies wilt not be long delayed." 
In the February following Mr. Evarts wrote again on the same 
Subject as follows :- — 
" Eeferring to yom- note of the 21st December last, touching 
the operations of certain British war vessels in and near the 
mouth of the Orinoco Hiver, and to my reply thereto of the Slst 
ultimo, as well as to the recent oceafions in which the subject 
'has been mentioned in our conferences concerning the business of 
your mission, I take it to be fitting now, at the close of my incum- 
bency of the office I hold, to advert, to the interest with which the 
Government of the United States cannot fail to regard any such 
purpose with resjject to the control of American territory as is 
stated to be contemplated by the Government of Great Britain, 
and to ei|iress my regret that the further information promised in 
your note with regard to such designs had not reached me in 
season to receive the attention which, notwithstanding the severe 
pressure of public business at the end of an administrative term, 
I should have taken jjleasure in bestowing upon it. I doubt not, 
however, that your representations in fulhlinent of the awaited 
additional orders of your Government will have like earnest and 
^^^^ solicitous consideration at the hands of my successor." 
^^^^L In November, 1882, the then state of negotiations with Great 

L 
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Britain, together with a copy of an intended note suggesting 
recourse to arbitration, was communicated to the Secretary of 
State by the President of Venezuela, with the expression of the 
hope that the United States would give him his opinion and 
advice, and such support as it deemed possible to offer Venezuela, 
in order that justice should be done her. Mr. Frelinghuysen 
replied in a despatch to the United States Minister at Caracas, 
as follows : — 

" This Grovernment has already expressed its view that arbi- 
tration of such disputes is a convenient resort in the case of 
failure to come to a mutual understanding, and intimated its 
willingness, if Venezuela should so desire, to propose to Great 
Britain such a mode of settlement. It is felt that the tender of 
good offices would not be so profitable if the United States were to 
approach Great Britain as the advocate of any prejudged solution 
in favour of Venezuela. So far as the United States can counsel 
and assist Venezuela, it believes it best to confine its reply to the 
renewal of the suggestion of arbitration and the offer of all its 
good offices in that direction. This suggestion is the more easily 
made, since it appears, from the instruction sent by Senor Seijas 
to the Venezuelan Minister in London on the same 15th July, 1882, 
that the President of Venezuela proposed to the British Govern- 
ment the submission of the dispute to arbitration by a third 
Power. 

" You will take an early occasion to present the foregoing con- 
siderations to Senor Seijas, saying to him that, while trusting that 
the direct proposal for arbitration already made to Great Britain 
may bear good fruit (if, indeed, it has not already done so by its 
acceptanoe in principle), the Govenment of the United States will 
cheerfully lend any needful aid to press upon Great Britain in a 
friendly way the proposition so made ; and at the same time you 
will say to Senor Seijas in personal conference, and not with the 
formality of a written communication, that the United States, 
while advocating strongly the recourse of arbitration for the 
adjustment of international disputes affecting the States of 
America, does not seek to put itself forward as their arbiter ! that, 
viewing all such questions impartially, and with no intent or 
desire to prejudge their merits, the United States will not refuse 
its arbitration if asked by both parties ; and that, regarding all 
such questions as essentially and distinctively American, the 
United States would always prefer to see such contentions 
adjusted through the arbitrament of an American rather than an 
European Power." 

In 1884 General Guzman Blanco, the Venezuelan Minister to 
England, appointed with special reference to pendmg, \i^%^^^a^^^2iSs 
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fcr a general treaty with Great Britain, visited Washington on 
liis way to London, and, after several conferences with the Secre- 
tary of State respecting the objects of his mieaion. was thus 
commended to the good offices of Mr. Ijowell, our Minister at 
St. James's :— 

" It will necessarily be somewhat within your discretion how 
fer your good offices may be profitably employed with Her 
Majesty's Government to these ends, and, at any rate, you may 
take proper occasion to let Lord Granville imow that we are not 
without concern as to whatever may affect the interests of a sister 
Republic of the American Continent and its position in the family 
of nations. 

" If General Guzman should apply to you for advice or assist- 
ance in realising the ]iurposes of his mission you will show him 
proper consideration, and, without committing the United States 
to any determinate political solution, yon will endeavour to carry 
out the views of this instruction." 

The progress of General Guzman's negotiations did not fail to 
be observed by this Government, and in December, 1886, with a 
view to preventing the rupture of diplomatic relations — which 
^actually took place in February following — the then Secretary of 
iState, Mr. Bayard, instructed our Minister to Great Britain to 
tender the arbitration of the United States in the following 
terms :— 

" It does not appear that at any time heretofore the good offices 
of this Government have been actually tendered to avert a rupture 
between Great Britain and Venezuela. As intimated in my No, 
58, our inaction in this regard would seem to be due to the 
reluctance of ^'enezuela to have the Government of the United 
States take any steps having relation to the action of the British 
Government which might, in appearance even, prejudice the 
resort to further arbitration or mediation which Veueeuela desired. 
Nevertheless, the records abundantly testify our friendly concern 
in the adjustment of the dispute; and the intelligence now 
received warrants me in tendering through yon to her Majeaty's 
Government the good ofBces of the United States to promote an 
amicable settlement of the respective claims of Great Britain and 
Venezuela in the premises, 

" As proof of the impartiality with which we view the question, 
we offer our arbitration, if acceptable, to both countries. We do 
this with the less hesitancy as the dispute turns upon simple and 
readily-ascertainable historical facts, 

" Her Majesty's Government will readily understand that this 
attitude of friendly neutrality and entire impartiality touching 
the merits of the controversy, consisting wholly in a difference of 





facta between our friends and our neighbours, ia entirely consists! 
and compatible with tlie sense, of responsihilJtj that rests 
the United States in relation to the South American RepubHcs, 
The doctrines we announced two generations ago, at the instance 
and with the moral support and approval of t.he British Govern- 
ment, have lost none of their force or importance in the progress 
of time, and the Governments of Great Britain and the United 
States are equally interested in conserving a status the wisdom of 
which has been demonstrated by the experience of more than half 
a century. 

" It is proper, therefore, that you should convey to 
Iddesleigh, in such sufficiently guarded terms as your discretii 
may dictate, the satisfaction that would be felt by the Government 
of the United States in perceiving that its wishes in this regard 
were permitted to have influence with Her Majesty's Govern- 
ment." 

This offer of mediation was declined by Great Britain with the 
statement that a similar offer had already been received from 
another quarter, and that the (Jueen'a Government were still not 
without hope of a settlement by direct diplomatic negotiations. 
In February, 1888, having been informed that the Governor of 
British Guiana had by forma! decree laid claim to the territory 
traversed by the route of a proposed railway from Ciudad BoHvar 
to Guacipati, Mr. Bayard addressed a note to our Minister to-j 
England, from which the following extracts are taken :- 

" The claim now stated to have been put forth by the authoritiea 
of British Guiana necessarily gives rise to grave disquietude, and 
creates an apprehension that the territorial claim does not follow 
historical traditions or evidence, but is apparently indefinite. At 
no time hitherto does it appear that the district of which Guacipati 
is the centre has been claimed as British territory, or that such 
jurisdiction has ever been asserted over its inhabitants, and if the 
reported decree of the Governor of British Guiana be indeed 
genuine it is not apjjarent how any line of railway from Ciudad 
Bohvar to Guacipati could enter or traverse territory within the! 
control of Great Britain. 1 

" It is true that the line claimed by Great Britain as thft] 
western boundary of British Guiana is uncertain and vague. It isj 
only necessary to examine the British ' Colonial OiEce List ' for 8i| 
few years back to perceive this. In the issue for 1877, for instance, 
the line rnns nearly southwardly from the mouth of the Amacuro 
to the junction of the Cotinga and Takutu rivers. In the issue of 
1887, ten years later, it makes a wide detour to the westward, 
following the Yuruari. Guacipati hes considerably to the west-; 
ward of the line officially claimed in 1887, and it may perhaps bfl 
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KinstiuctiTe to compare with it the map which douttless will be 
r found in the ' Colonial Office List ' for the present year. 

" It may he well for you to express anew to Lord Salisbury the 
great gratification it would afford this Government to see the 
Venezuelan dispute- amicably and honourably settled by arbitration 
or otherwise, and our readiness to do anything we properly can to 
ELBsist to that end. 

" In the course of your conversation you may refer to the publi- 
^cation in the London Finaiun^ of the 24th January (a copy of 
which you can procure and exhibit to Lord Sahsbury), and express 
apprehension lest the widening pretensions of British Guiana to 
possess territory over which Venezuela's jurisdiction has never 
heretofore been disputed may not diminish the chances for a 
practical settlement. 

"If, indeed, it should appear that there is no fixed limit to the 
British boundary claim, our good disposition to aid in a settlement 
might not only be defeated, hut be ohhged to give place to a 
feeling of grave concern." 

In 1889, information having beeu received that Barima, at the 

mouth of the Orinoco, had been declared a British port, Mr, 

Blaine, then Secretary of State, authorised Mr. W^hite to confer 

with Lord Salisbury for the re-establishment of diplomatic relations 

between Great Britain and Venezuela on the basis of a temporary 

trestoratiou of the alatue qii,o, and on the 1st and 6th May, 1890, 

ffsent the following telegrams to our Minister to England (Mr. 

■lincoln) : — 

I "Jfay le(, 1890. 

m " Mr, Lincoln is instructed to use his good offices with I^rd 

ISalisbury to bring aliout the resumption of diplomatic intercourse 

r between Great Britain and Venezuela as a preliminary step towards 

the settlement of the boundary dispute by arbitration. The joint 

proposals of Great Britain and the United States towards Portugal, 

which have just beeu brought about, would seem to make the 

fc present time propitious for submitting the question to an inter- 

Rpational arbitration. He is requested to pro]X)se to Lord Salisbury, 

■ irith a view to an accommodation, that an informal conference be 

|I^ in Washington, or in London, of representatives of the three 

I Powers, In such conference the position of the United States is 

B-.one solely of impartial friendship towards both litigants." 

I "Jf«j/5(A, 1890. 

I " It is, nevertheless, desired that you shall do all you can con.- 
fciBtently with our attitude of impartial friendship to induce some 
Kpccord between the contestants by which the merits of the Con- 
I'troversy may be fairly ascertained, and the rights of each party 
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justly confirmed. The neutral position of this Government does 
not comport with any expression of opinion on the part of this 
Department as to what these rights are, but it is confident that 
the shifting footing on which the British boundary question has 
rested for several years past is an obstacle to such a correct appre- 
ciation of the nature and grounds of her claim as would alone 
warrant the formation of any opinion." 

In the course of the same year, 1890, Venezuela sent to London 
a Special Envoy to bring about the resumption of diplomatic 
relations with Great Britain through the good offices of the United 
States Minister. But the mission failed, because a condition of 
such resumption, steadily adhered to by Venezuela, was the refer- 
ence of the boundary dispute to arbitration. Since the close of 
the negotiations initiated by Senor Michelena in 1893, Venezuela 
has repeatedly brought the controversy to the notice of the United 
States, has insisted upon its importance to the United States as 
well as to Venezuela, has represented it to have reached an acute 
stage — making definite action by the United States imperative — 
and has not ceased to solicit the services and support of the United 
States in aid of its final adjustment. These appeals have not been 
received with indifference, and our Ambassador to Great Britain 
has been uniformly instructed to exert all his influence in the 
direction of the re-establishment of diplomatic relations between 
Great Britain and Venezuela, and in favour of arbitration of the 
boundary controversy. The Secretary of State, in a communica- 
tion to Mr. Bayard, bearing date the 13th of July, 1894, used the 
following language : — 

"The President is inspired by a desire for a peaceable and 
honourable settlement of the existing difficulties between an 
American State and a powerful Transatlantic nation, and would be 
glad to see the re-establishment of such diplomatic relations 
between them as would promote that end. 

" I can discern but two equitable solutions of the present con- 
troversy. One is the arbitral determination of the rights of the 
disputants as the respective successors to the historical rights of 
Holland and Spain over the region in question. The other is to 
create a new boundary line in accordance with the dictates of 
mutual expediency and consideration. The two Governments 
having so far been unable to agree on a conventional line, the 
consistent and conspicuous advocacy by the United States and 
England of the principle of arbitration, and their recourse thereto 
in settlement of important questions arising between them, makes 
such a mode of adjustment especially appropriate in the present 
instance, and this Government will gladly do what it can to 
further a determination in that sense." 
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Subsequent communication a to Mr. Bayard direct him to 
ascertain whether a Minister from Venezuela would be received by 
Great Britain, In the annual Message to Congress of the 3rd of 
December last, the President used the following language : — " The 
boundary of British Guiana still remains in dispute between Great 
Britain and Venezuela. Believing that its early settlement, on 
some just basis alike honourable to both parties, is in the line of 
our established policy to remove from this hemisphere all causes of 
difference with Powers beyond the sea, I shall renew the efforts 
heretofore made to bring about a restoration of diplomatic relations 
between the disputants, and to induce a reference to arbitration, 
a resort which Great Britain so conspicuously favours in principle 
and respects in practice, and which is earnestly sought by her 
weaker adversary," And, on the 22nd of February, 1895, a joint 
resolution of Congress declared, " That the President's suggestion 
. . , that Great Brita,in and Venezuela refer their dispute as to 
boundaries to friendly arbitration be earnestly recommended to 
the favourable consideration of both parties in interest." 

The important features of the existing situation, as shown by the 
foregoing recital; may be brifly stated : — 

1, The title to territory of indefinite but confessedly very large 
extent is in dispute between Great Britain on the one hand and 
the Soutli American Republic of Venezuela on the other. 

2, The disparity in the strength of the claimants is such that 
Venezuela can hope to establish her claim only through peaceful 
methods — through an agreement with her adversary either upon 
the subject itself or u[)on an arbitration. 

3, The controversy, with varying claims on the jart of Grreat 
Britain, has existed for more than half a century, daring which 
period mauyeamest and persistent efforts of Venezuela to establish 
a bonondary by agreement have proved unsuccessful. 

4, The futility of the endeavour to obtain a conventional line 
being recognized, Venezuela, for a quarter of a century, has asked 
and striven for arbitration. 

5, Great Britain, however, has always and continuously refused, 
and still refuses, to arbitrate e.\cept u^jon the condition of a 
renunciation of a large i^art of the Venezuelan claim and of a 
concession to herself of a large share of the territory in controversy. 

6, By the freqoent interposition of its good offices at the instance 
of Venezuela, by constantly urging and promoting the restoration 
of diplomatic relations between the two countries, by pressing for 
arbitration of the disimted boundary, by offering to act as arratra- 
tor, by expressing its grave concern whenever new alleged instanceB 
of British aggression upon Venezuelan territory have been brought 
to its notice, the Government of the United -States has made it 
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clear to Great Britain and to the world that the controversy is one 
in which both its honour and its interests are involved, and 
the continuance of which it cannot regard with indifference. 

The accuracy of the foregoing analysis of the existing status 
cannot, it is believed, be challenged. It shows that status to be 
such that those charged with the interests of the United States 
are now forced to determine exactly what those interests are and 
what course of action they require. It compels them to decide to 
what extent, if any, the United States may and should intervene 
iu a controversy between and primarily concerning only trreat 
Britain and Venezuela, and to decide how far it is bound to see 
that the integrity of Venezuelan territory is not impaired by the 
pretensions of its powerful antagonist. Are any such right and 
duty devolved u].»n the United States ? If not, the United States 
has already done all, if not more than all, that a purely senti- 
mental interest in the affairs of the two countries justifies, and to 
push its interposition further would be unbecoming and undignilied 
and might well subjeet it to the charge of impertinent inter- 
meddhng with affairs with which it baa no rightful concern. On 
the other hand, if any such right and duty exist, their due exercise 
and discharge will not permit of any action that shall not be 
efficient, and that, if the power of the United States is adequate, 
shall not result in the accomplishment of the end in view. The 
question thus presented, as matter of principle and regard being 
had to the settled national policy, does not seem difficult 
solution. Yet the momentous practical consequences dependent 
upon its determination require that it should be carefully 
considered, and that the "groundw of the conclusion arrived '^ 
should be fully and frankly stated. 

That there are circumstances imder which a nation may justly 
interpose in a controversy to which two or more other nations are 
the direct and immediate parties is an admitted canon of inter- 
national law. The doctrine is ordinarily expressed in terms of the 
raoat general character, and is perhaps incapable of more specific 
statement. It is declared in substance that a nation may avail ^/ 
itself of this right whenever what is done or proposed by any of 
the parties primarily concerned is a serious and direct menace to 
its own integrity, tranquility or welfare. The propriety of th« 
rule when applied iu good faith will not be questioned in any. 
quarter. On the other hand, it is an inevitable, though unfortl 
nate consequence of the wide scope of the rule that it has only 
often been made a cloak for schemes of wanton s^wliation ai 
aggrandizement. We are concerned at this time, however, not 
much with the general rule as with a form of it which is peculiarlj 
and distinctively American. Washington, in the solemn admom- 
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tions of the Farewell Address, explicitly warned his couutrymen 
against entanglements with the politics or the controversies of 
European Powers. " Europe," he said, " has a set of primary 
interests which to us have none or a very remote relation. Hence, 
she must be engaged in frequent controverdiea, the causes of 
which are essentially foreign to our concern. Hence, therefore, it 
must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves by artificial ties in the 
ordinary vicissitudes of her politics or the ordinary combinations 
and collisions of her friendships or enmities. Our detached and 
distant situation invites and enables us to pursue a different 
course." 

Monroe Doctrine, 

During the administration of President Monroe this doctrine of 
the Farewell Address was first considered in all its aspects and 
with a view to all its practical consequences. The Farewell Address, 
while it took America out of the field of European politics, was 
silent as to the part Europe might be permitted to play in 
America. Doubtless it was thought the latest addition to the 
family of nations should not make haste to' prescribe rules for 
the guidance of its older members, and the expediency and 
propriety of serving the Powers of Europe with notice of a com- 
plete and distinctive American policy, excluding them from inter- 
ference with American political affairs, might well seem dubious to 
a generation to whom the French alliance, with its manifold 
advantages to the cause of American independence, was fresh in 
mind. Twenty years later, however, the situation had changed. 
The lately-bom nation had greatly increased in power and 
resources, had demonstrated its strength on land and sea, and as 
well in the conflicts of arms as in the pursuits of peace; and 
had begun to realize the commanding position on this continent 
which the character of its people, their free institutions, and 
their remoteness firom the chief scene of European contentions 
combined to give it. The Monroe Administration, therefore, did 
not hesitate to accept and apply the logic of the Farewell Address 
by declaring in effect that American non-intervention in European 
affairs necessarily implied and meant European non-inten'ention 
in American af^irs. Conceiving unquestionably that complete 
European non-interference in American concerns would be cheaply 
purchased by complete American non-interference in European 
concerns, President Monroe in the celehsated Message of the 2nd 
December, 1823, used the following language : — 

"In the wars of the European Powers, in matters relating to 
themselves, we have never taken any part, nor does it comport 
with our policy to do so. It is only when our rights are invaded 
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or seriously menaced that we resent injuries or make preparations 
for our defence. With the movements in this hemisphere we are, 
of necessity, more immediately connected, and by causes which 
must be obvious to all enlightened and impartial observers. The 
political system of the allied Powers is essentially different in this 
respect from that of America. This difference proceeds from that 
which exists in their respective Grovernments. And to the 
defence of onr own, which has been achieved by the loss of so 
much blood and treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their 
miost enlightened citizens, and under which we have enjoyed 
unexampled felicity, this whole nation is devoted. We owe it, 
therefore, to candour and to the amicable relations existing 
between the United States and those Powers to declare that we 
should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system 
to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and 
safety. With the existing colonies or dependencies of any 
European Power we have not^ interfered, and shall not interfere. 
But with the Governments who have declared their independence 
and maintained it, and whose independence we have on great 
consideration and on just principles acknowledged, we could not 
view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them or con- 
trolling in any other manner their destiny by any European 
Power in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly 
disposition towards the United States. . . . Our policy in 
regard to Eiurope, which was adopted at an early stage of the wars 
which have so long agitated that quarter of the globe, nevertheless 
remains the same, which is, not to interfere in the internal 
concerns of any of its Powers, to consider the Government 
de facto as the legitimate Government for us, to cultivate friendly 
relations with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, 
and manly policy, meeting in all instances the just claims of every 
Power, submitting to injuries from none. But in regard to these 
continents circumstances are eminently and conspicuously different. 
It is impossible that the allied Powers should extend their political 
system to any portion of either continent without endangering 
our peace and happiness ; nor can any one believe that our 
southern brethren, if left to themselves, would adopt it of their 
own accord. It is equally impossible, therefore, that we should 
behold such interposition in any form with indifference." 

THE MONROE DOCTRINE AS READ BY THE 

UNITED STATES. 

The Monroe Administration, however, did not content itself 
with formulating a correct rule for the regulation of the relations 




between Europe and America. It aimed at also securing the 

practical benefits to result from the application of the rule. 
Hence, the Message just quoted declared that the American 
continents were fully occupied and were not the subjects for fatare 
colonisation by European Powers. To this spirit and this purpose, 
also, are to be attributed the passages of the same Message which 
treat auy infringement of the rule agaiuft interference in American 
affairs on the part of the Powers of Europe as an act of unfriend- 
linesH to the United States. It was realised that it was futile to 
lay down such a rule nnlesii its observance could be enforced. It 
was manifest that the United States was the only Power in this 
heniisphere capable of enforcing it. It was therefore courageously 
declared, not merely that Europe ought not to interfere in 
American affairs, but that any European Power doing bo would be 
regarded as anti^onising the interests and inviting the opposition 
of the United States. 

That America is in no jjart open to colonisation, though the 
proix>sition was not universally admitted at the time of its first 
enunciation, has long been universally conceded. We are now 
concerned, therefore, only with that other practical application of 
the Monroe doctrine the disregard of which by a European Power 
is to be deemed an act of unfriendliness towards the United States. 
! The precise scope and limitations of this rule cannot be too clearly 
apprehended. It does not establish any general protectorate by 
the United States over other American States. It does not relieve 
any American State from its obligations as fixed by international 
^B law, nor prevent any European Power directly interested from 
^■wiforcing such obligations or from inflicting merited punishment 
^nEbr the breach of them. It does not contemplate any interference 
^Kn the internal affairs of any American State, or in the relations 
^■iietweeu it and other American States, It does not justify any 
^Bilttempt on our part, to change the established form of government 
^rof any American State, or to prevent the people of such State from 
altering that form according to their own will and pleasure. The 
rule in question has but a single purpose and object. It is that no 
European Power or combination of European Powers shall forcibly 
deprive an American State of the right and j^jower of self-govern- 
ment, and of shaping for itself its own political fortunes and 
destinies. 

That the rule thus defined has been the accepted public law of 

this country ever since its promulgation cannot fairly be denied. 

Its pronouncement by the Monroe Administration at that 

particular time was unquestionably due to the inspiration of 

^ Great Britain, who at once gave it an open and unqualified 

^fc adhesion which has never been withdrawn. But the rule was 



decided upon and formulated by the Monroe Administration as t^l 
distinctively American doctrine, of great import, to the safety andV 
welfare of the United States, after the most, careful consideration 1 
by a Cabinet which numbered among; its members John Qnincey , 
Adams, Calhoun, Crawford, and '\\'irt, and which before acting took ' 
both Jefferson and Madii^on into its counsels. Its promidgation 
waa received with acclaim hy the entire people of the country, 
iireapectlve of party. Three years after Webster declared that 
the doctrine involved the honour of the country, " I look upon 
it," he said, " as part of its treasures of reputation, and for one I 
intend to guard it " ; and he added, " I look on the Message of j 
December, 1823, as forming a bright page in our history. I will ' 
help neither to erase it nor to tear it out ; nor shall it be by any 
act of mine blurred or blotted. It did honour to the sagacity of ' 
the Government, and 1 will not diminish that honour," 

ITioogh the rule thus highly eulogized by the Webster had j 
never been formally affirmed by Congress, the House in 1864J 
declared against the Mexican Monarchy sought to be set up by T 
the French as not in accord with the policy of the United States ; ' 
and in 1889 the Senate expressed its disapproval of the connexioa 1 
of any European Power with a canal across the Isthmus of Darien J 
gr Central America. 

It is manifest that, if a rule has been openly and uniformly 
declared and acted upon by the Executive branch of the Govern- 
ment for more than 70 years without express repudiation by 
Congress, it must be conclusively presumed to have its sanction. 
Yet it is certainly no more than the exact truth to say that every 
Administration since President Munroe's has had CHX'aaion, and 
Bometimes more occasions than one, to examine and consider the 
Monroe doctrine and has in each instance given it emphatic 
endorsement. Presidents have dwelt upon it in Messages to 
Congress, and Secretaries of State have time after time made it 
the theme of diplomatic representation. Nor, if the practical 
results of the rule be sought for, is the record either meagre or 
obscure. Its first and immediate effect was, indeed, moat J 
momentous and far-reaching. It was the controlling factor in the 
emancipation of South America, and to it the independent States j 
which now divide that region between them are largely indebted 
for their very existence. Since then the most striking single 
achievement to be credited to the rule is the evacuation of Mexico 
by the French upon the termination of the Civil War. But we 
are also indebted to it for the provisions of the Clayton-Bnlwer j 
Treaty, which both neutralised any interoceanic canal across I 
Central America, and expressly excluded Great Britain from J 
occupying or exercising any dominion over any part of Centi-al!| 



I America. It haa been used in the care of Cuba, as if jnatifyiiig 

I the position that while the sovereignty of .Spain will be reBpected,- 

I the island will not be permitted to become the possession of any 

■ other European power. It has been influential in bringing about 

I the definite relinquishment of any supposed protectorate by Great 

I Britain over the Mosquito Coast. 

F ^ President Folk, in the case of Yucatan and the proposed 

I voluntary transfer of that country to Great Britain or Spain, relied 

I upon the Monroe doctrine, though, perhaps, erroneously, when he 

declared in a special Message to Congress on the subject that the 
United States could not consent to any such transfer. Yet, in 
somewhat the same spirit, Secretary Fish affirmed in 1870 that 
President Grant had but followed " the teachings of all our history " 
in declaring in his annual Message of that year that existing 
dependencies were no longer regarded as subject to transfer from 
one European power to another, and that when the present relation 
of colonies ceases, they are to become independent Powers. 
Another development of the rule, though, apparently, not 
necessarily required by either its letter or its spirit, is found in the 
objection to arbitration of South American controversies by an 
European Power. American questions, it is said, are for Americau 
decision, and on that ground the United States went so far as to 
refuse to mediate in the war between Chile and Peru, jointly with 
Great Britain and France. 

Finally, on the ground, among others, that the authority of the 
Monroe doctrine, and the prestige of the United States as ita 
exponent and sponsor, would be seriously im^jaired, Secretary 
Bayard strenuously resisted the enforcement of the Pelletier claim 
against Hayti. "The United States," he said, "has proclaimed 
herself the protector of this Western world, in which she is by far 
the stronger Power, from the intrusion of European Sovereignties. 
She can point with proud satisfaction to the fact that over and 
over again haa she declared effectively that serious, indeed, would 
be the consequences if European hostile foot should, without just 
cause, tread those States in the New World which have emancijmted 
themselves from European control. She has announced that she 
would cherish, -as it becomes her, the territorial rights of the 
feeblest of those States, regarding them not merely as in the eye 
of the law equal to even the greatest of nationalities, but, in view 
of her distinctive policy, as entitled to be regarded by her as the 
objects of a peculiarly gracious care. I feel bound to say that if 
we should sanction by reprisals in Hayti, the ruthless invasion of 
her territory and insult to her sovereignty which the facts now 
before us disclose, if we approve by solemn Executive action and 
Congressional assent that invasion, it will be difficult for us here- 



after to assert that in the New World, of whose rights we are theil 
peculiar guardians, these rights have never heen invaded bj our-T 
selves." 

The foregoing enumeration not only shows the many instances 
wherein the rule in question has been affirmed and applied, but 
also demonstratea that the ^'enezuelan boundary controversy i 
any view far within the scope and spirit of the rule as uniformly ] 
accepted and acted upon. A doctrine of American pubhc lawthuB l 
long and firmly estahlished and support.ed could, not easily 
ignored in a proper case for its application, even were the con- j 
siderations upon which it is founded obscure or questionable. No 
such objection can be made, however, to the Monroe doctrine un- 
derstood and defined in the manner already stated. It rests, on 
the contrary, upon facts and principles that are both intelligible I 
and incontrovertible. That distance and 3,000 miles of inter- »! 
vening ocean make any permanent political union between an 
European and an American State unnatural and inexpedient will 
hardly be denied. But physical and geographical considerations i^- 
are the least of the objections to such a union. Europe, as i 
Washington obseiTcd, has a set of primary interests which are ' 
.peculiar to herself. America is not interested in them, and ought 
not to he vexed or complicated with them. Each great European 
Power, for instance, to-day maintains enormous armies and f 
in self-defence, and for protection against any other Power or \ 
Powers. What have the States of America to do with that condi- 
tion of things, or why should they be impoverished by wars or 'J 
preparations for wars with whose causes or results they can have 
no direct concern. If all Europe were to suddenly fly to arms 
over the fate of Turkey, would it not be preposterous that any 
American State shoidd find itself inextricably involved 
miseries and burdens of the contest ? If it were it would prove to 
be a partnership in the cost and losses of the struggles, but not in 
any ensuing benefits. 

What is true of the material is no less true of what may be^/^ 
termed the moral interests involved. Those jiertaining to Europe 
are peculiar to her, and are entirely diverse irom tiiose pertaining 
and peculiar to America. Europe as a whole is Monarchical, and, 
with the single important exception of the Re])ublic of France, is . 
committed to the Monarchical principle. America, on the other J 
liand, is devoted to the exactly opposite principle— to the idea that 
every people has an inahenable right of self-government^ and, in 
the United States of America, has furnished to the world the most 
eoDspicuous and conclusive example and proof of the excellence of 
free institutions, whether from the standpoint of national greatnet 
or of individual happiness. It cannot be necessary, however, to 
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enlarge upon this phase of the subject — whether moral or materii 
interests he considered, it cannot hut be universally conceded that 
those of Europe are irreconcilably diverse from those of America, 
and that any European control of the latter is necessarily both in-- 
congruous and injurious. If, however, for the reasons stated, the 
forcible intrusion of European Powers into American politics is t« 
be deprecated — if, as it is to be deprecated, it should be resisted 
and prevented — such resistance and prevention must come from 
the United States. They would come from it, of course, were it 
made the point of attack. But, if they come at all, they must 
also come from it when any other American State is attacked, since 
only the United .States has the strength adequate to the exigency, 

, Is it true, then, that the safety and welfare of the United States 
are so concerned with the maintenance of the independence of 
every American State as against any European Power as tdi 
justify and require the interposition of the United States when- 
ever that independence is endangered ? The question can be 
, candidly answered in but one way. The States of America, South 

' as well as North, by geographical proximity, by natural sympathy, 
by simiJarity of Governmental Constitutions, are friends and allies, 
commercially and pohtically, of the United States. To allow the 

I subjugation of any of them by a Eiu-oiiean Power is, of course, to 

\ completely reverse that situation, and signifies the loss of all the 
advantages incident to their natural relations to us. But that is 
not all. The people of the United States have a vital interest in. 
the cause of popular self-government. They have secured the 
right for themselves and their posterity at the cost of infinita 
blood and treasm-e. They have realised and exempHfied its beneficent 
operation by a career unexampled in point of national greatness or 
individual felicity. They believe it to be for the healing of all nations, 
and that civilisation must either advance or retrograde accordingly a» 
its supremacy is extended orcurtailed. Imbued with these sentiments, 
the people of the United States might not impossibly he wrought up 
to an active propaganda in favour of a cause so highly valued for 
themselves and for mankind. But the age of the crudes has passed, 
and they are content with such assertion and defence of the right 
of popular self-government as their own security and welfare de-^ 
maud. It is in that view more than any other that they believe it 
not to be tolerated that the political control of an American State 
shall be forcibly assumed by an European power. The mischiefs 
apprehended from such a source are none the less real because 
possibly not immediately imminent in any specific case, and 
none the less to be guarded against because the combination of 
circumstances that will bring them uiwn us cannot be predicted. 
The civilized States of Christendom deal with each other on sal 




Btantially the same principles that regulate the conduct of indi^J 
viduals. The greater ita enlightenment, the more surely every 
State perceives that its permanent interests require it to be 
governed by the immutable princiiiles of right aud justice. Each, 
nevertheless, is only too liable to auccumb to the temptations 
offered by seeming special opportunities for its own aggrandize- 
ment, and each would rashly im]jeril its own safety were it not toj 
remember that for the regard and respect of other States it most 5 
be largely dependent u[)on its own strength and i>ower, 

DOCTRINE OF AMERIOAX PUBLIC LAW. 

Ti>-day the United States is practically sovereign on this ' 
Continent, and its fiat is law upon the subjects to which it confines 
its interposition. Why ? It is not because of the pure friendship 
or good will felt for it. It is not simply by reason of its high 
character as a civilized State, nor because wisdom and justice and 
equity are the invariable characteristics of the deahngs of the United 
States. It is because, in addition to all other grounds, its iniinite " 
resources, combined with its isolated position, render it master of 
the situation, and practically invulnerable as against any or all otier 
Powers. All the advantages of this superiority are at once im- 
perilled if the principle be admitted that European Powers may 
convert American States into colonies or provinces of their own. 
The principle would be eagerly availed of, and every power doing 
so would immediately acquire a base of military operations 
against us. What one Power was permitted to do could not be 
denied to another, and it is not inconceivable that the struggle now 
going on for the acquisition of Africa might be transferred to South 
America. If it were, the weaker countries would unquestionably 
soon be absorbed, while the ultimate result might be the partition 
of all South America between the various European Powers, The 
disastrous consequences to the United States of such a condition 
of things are obvious. The loss of prestige, of authority, and of 
weight in the councils of the family of nations would be among 
the least of them. Our only real rivals in peace, aa well as 
enemies in war, would be found located at our very doors. Thus 
fcir in our history we have been ajjared the burdens and evils of 
immense standing armies and all the other accessories of huge 
warUke establishments, and the exemption has largely contri- 
buted to our national greatness and wealth, as well as to the 
happiness of every citizen. But, with the Powers of Europe per- 
manently encamped on American soil, the ideal conditions thus 
&r enjoyed cannot be expected to continue. We, too, must be 
armed to the teeth, we, too, must convert the flower of our male 1 
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po|julation into soldiers and sailors, and, by withdrawing them 
from the various pursuits of peaceful industry, we, too, must 
practically annihilate a large share of the productive energy of 
the nation. How a greater calamity than this could overtake us 
it is difficult to see. Nor are our just apprehensions to be 
allayed by auggestioua of the friendliness of European Powers, 
of their goodwill towards us, of their disposition, should they 
be our neighbours, to dwell with us in peace and harmony. 

The people of the United States have learned in the school 
of experience to what extent the relations of States to each other 
depend, not upon sentiment nor principle, hut upon selfish 
interest. They will not soon forget that, in their hour of distress, 
all their anxieties and burdens were aggravated by the possibility 
of demonstrations against their national life on the part of Powers 
with whom they had long maintained the most harmonious 
relations. They' have yet in mind that France seized upon the 
apparent opportunity of our civil war to set up a monarchy in the 
adjoining State of Mexico. They realize that, had France and 
Great Britain held im]K>rtant South American possessions to work 
from and to benefit, the temptation to destroy the predominance 
of the Great Republic in this hemisphere by iiarthering its 
dismenibership might have been irresistible, From that grave 
peril they have been saved in the past, and may be saved again in 
the future, through the operation of the sure but silent force of the 
doctrine proclaimed by President Monroe. To abandon it, on the 
other hand, disregarding both the logic of the situation and the facts 
of our past experience, would be to renounce a policy which has 
proved both an easy defence against foreign aggression and a 
prolific source of internal progress and prosperity. 

There is, then, a doctrine of American public law, well-founded 

in principle and abundantly sanctioned by precedent, which 

entitles and requires the United States to treat as an injury to 

itself the forcible assumption by an European Power of political 

trol over an American State. The application of the doctrine 

the boundary dispute between Great Britain and Venezuela 

^mains to be made, and present.i no real difficulty. Though the 

e relates to a boundary line, yet, as it is between States, it 

jily imports political control to be lost by one party and 

by the other. 



BRITISH CLAIM TO EXTENSION OF FRONTIER. 

The political control at stake, too, is of no mean importance. 
Jut concerns a domain of great extent — the British claim, it 
rill be remembered, apparently expanding in two years some 
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33,000 square miles — and, if it also directly involves the command 
of the mouth of the Orinoco, is of immense consequence in 
connexion with the whole river navigation of the interior of 
South America. It has been intimated, indeed, that in respect 
of these South American i)osse8sions Great Britain is herself an 
American State like any other, so that a controversy between her 
and Venezuela is to be settled between themselves as if it were 
between Venezuela and Brazil, or between Venezuela and Colombia, 
and does not call for or justify United States' intervention. If 
this view be tenable at all, the logical sequence is plain. Great 
Britain as a South American State is to be entirely differentiated 
from Great Britain generally; and if the boundary question 
cannot be settled otherwise than by force, British Guiana, with her 
own independent resources, and not those of the British Empire, 
should be left to settle the matter with Venezuela — an arrange- 
ment which very possibly Venezuela might not object to. 

APPLICATION OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE. 

But the proposition that an European Power with an American 
dependency is, for the purposes of the Monroe doctrine, to be 
classed . not as an European but as an American State will not 
admit of serious discussion. If it were to be adopted, the Monroe 
doctrine would be too valueless to be worth asserting. Not only 
would every European Power now having a South American 
colony be enabled to extend its possessions on this Continent 
indefinitely, but any other Euro^Dean Power might also do the 
same by first taking pains to procure a fraction of South 
American soil by voluntary cession. The declaration of the 
Monroe Message — that existing colonies or dependencies of an 
European Power would not be interfered with by the United 
States — means colonies or dependencies then existing, with their 
limits as then existing. So it has been invariably construed, and 
so it must continue to be construed unless it is to be deprived of 
all vital force. Great Britain cannot be deemed a South American 
State within the purview of the Monroe doctrine, nor, if she is 
appropriating Venezuelan territory, is it material that she does so 
by advancing the frontier of an old colony instead of by the 
planting of a new colony. The difference is matter of form, and 
not of substance, and the doctrine, if pertinent in the one case, 
must be in the other also. It is not admitted, however, and ) 
therefore cannot be assumed, that Great Britain is in fact usurping 
dominion over Venezuelan territory. While Venezuela charges' 
such usurpation Great Britain denies it, and the United States, 
until the merits are authoritatively ascertained, can take sides 



with neither. But while this is so^while the United States may 
not, under existing circumstance b at least, take upon itself 

. to say which of the two parties is right and which wrong 
(/ —it is certainly within its right to demand that the truth 
shall he ascertained. Being entitled to resent and resist any 
sequestration of Venezuelan soil by Great Britain, it is necessarily 
entitled to know whether such sequestration has occurred or is now 
going on. Otherwise, if the United States is without the right 

.to know and have it determined whether there is not British 
aggression upon Venezuelan territory, its right to protest against 

J or repel such aggression may be dismissed from consideration. 

i The right to act upon a fact the existence of which there is no 
right to have ascertained is simply illusory. It being clear, there- 
fore, that the United States may legitimately insist upon the 
merits of the boundary question being detennined, it is equally 
dear that there is but one feasible mode of determining them — 
l/viz., peaceful arbitration. The impracticability of any conventional 
adjustment has been often and thoroughly demonstrated. 

Even more imixjssible of consideration is an ap^ieal to arms — 
a mode of settling national pretensions unhappily not yet wholly 
obsolete. If, however, it were not condemnable as a relic of 
barbarism and a crime in itself, so one-sided a contest could not 
be invited nor even accepted by Great Britain without distinct 
disparagement to her character as a civilised State. 

HISTORY OF THE QUESTIOX BY THE UNITED 
■ STATES. 

Great Britain, however, assumes no such attitude. On the 
contrary, she both admits that there is a controversy and that 
M-bitration should be resorted to for its adjustment. But, while up 
to that point her attitude leaves nothing to be desired, its practici 
effect is completely nullified by her insistence that the submission 
/shall cover but a part of the controversy — that, as a condition of 
arbitrating her right to a ^lart. of the disputed territory, the 
remainder shall be turned over to her. If it were possible to point 
to a boundary which l»th parties had ever agreed or assumed to be 
snch, either expressly or tacitly, the demand that territory conceded 
by such line to British Guiana ffhould he held not to be in dispute 
might rest upon a reasonable basis. But there is no such line. 
The territory which Great Britain insists shall be ceded to her as a 
condition of arbitrating her claim to other territory has never been 
■^ admitted to belong to her. It has always and consistently been 
^k «Iaimed by Venezuela, Upon what principle — except her feeble- 




news as a nation— is she to be denied the right of having thi 
claim heard and passed npon by an imiiartial tribunal ? 

No reason or shadow of reason appears in all the voluminoua 
literature of the subject. '" It is to be so because I will it to 
be so " seems to be the only justification Great Britain ofl'ers. It 
is, indeed, intimated that the British claim to this particular 
territory rests upon an occupation which, whether acquiesced in 
or not, has ripened into a perfect title by long continuance. 
Bat what prescription affecting territorial rights can be said to>^ 
exist as between Sovereign States ? Or, if there is any, what is 
the legitimate consequence ? It is not that all arbitration should 
be denied, hut only that the submission should embrace an addi- 
tional topic — namely, the validity of the asserted prescriptive title 
either in point of law or in point of fact, Xo different result 
follows from the contention that aa a matter of principle Great 
Britain cannot be asked to submit, and ought, not to submit, to 
arbitration her political and sovereign rights over territory. This 
contention, if applied to the whole or to a vital part of the posses- 
sions of a Sovereign State, need not be controverted. To hold 
otherwise might be equivalent to holding that a Sovereign State 
was bound to arbitrate its very existence. But Great Britain 
has herself shown in various instances that the principle has no 
pertinency when either the interests or the territorial axea involved 
are not of controlling magnitude, and her loss of them as the 
result of an arbitration cannot appreciably affect her honour or her 
power. Thus, she has arbitrated the extent of her colonial possea- 
aions twice with the United States, twice with Portugal, and once 
with Germany, and perhaps in other instances. The Xorth-West 
Water Boundary Arbitration of 1872 between her and this country 
ifl-an example in point, and well illustrates both the effect to be 
given to long-continued use and enjoyment and the fact that a 
truly great Power sacrifices neither prestige nor dignity by recon- 
sidering the most emphatic rejection of a proposition when satisfied 
of the obvious and intrinsic justice of the case. 

By the Award of the Emperor of Germany, the Arbitrator in 
that case, the United States acquired San Juau and a number of 
smaller islands near the coast of Vancouver as a consequence of 
the decision that the term "the channel which separates the con- 
tinent from Vancouver's Ireland," as us-ed in the Treaty of 
Washington of 1846, meant the Haro Channel, and not 
the Eosario Channel. Yet a leading contention of Great 
Britain before the Arbitrator was that equity required a Judgment 
in her fevour, because a decision in favour of the United States 
would deprive British subjects of rights of navigation of which 
they had had the habitual enjoyment from the time when the 



fiosario Strait was first esplored and surveyed in 1798. So, 
though, by virtue of the Award, the United States acquired San 
Juan and the other islands or a group to which it belongs, the 
British Foreign Secretary had in 1859 instructed the British 
Minister at Washington as follows : — 

" Her Majesty's Government must, therefore, under any circum- 
stances, maintain the right of the British Crown to the Island of 
San Juan. The interests at stake in connection with the reten- 
tion of that island are too important to admit of compromise, and 
your lordship will consequently bear in mind that, whatever 
arrangement as to the houndary-line is finally arrived at, no 
settlement of the question will be accepted by Her Majesty's 
Government which does not provide for the Island of San Juan 
being reserved to the British Crown," 

Thus, as already intimated, the British demand that her right to 
a portion of the disputed territory shall be acknowledged before 
she will consent to an arbitration as to the rest seems to stand 
npon nothing but her own ipse dixit. She says to Venezuela, in 
substance : — 

" You can get none of the debatable land bv force, because 
you are not strong enough ; you can get none by treaty, because I 
will not agree ; and you can take your chance of getting a portion 
by arbitration only if you first agree to abandon to me such other 
portion as I may designate." 

It is not perceived how such an attitude can be defended, nor 
how it is reconcilable with that love of justice and fair play so 
eminently characteristic of the English race. It, in effect, 
deprives Venezuela of her free agency and puts her under virtual 
duress. Territory acquired by reason of it will be as much 
wrested irom her by the strong hand as if occupied by British 
troops or covered by British fleets. It seems, therefore, quite 
imjiossible that this position of Great Britain should be assented 
to by the-United States, or that, if such position be adhered to 
witii the result of enlarging the bounds of British Guiana, it 
should not be regarded as amounting in substance to an invasion 
and conquest of Venezuelan territory. 

In these circumstances, the duty of the President appears to 
\/ him unniiet alt able and imperative. Great Britain's assertion of 
title to the disputed territory, combined with her refusal to have 
that title investigated, being a substantial approi>riation of the 
territory to her own use, not to protest and give warning that 
the transaetion will be regarded as injurious to the interests of 
the people of the United States, as well as oppressi(-p in itself, 
would be to ignore an established pohcy with which the honoiir 
and welfare of this conntry are closely identified. While the 
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measures necessary or proper for the vindication of that policy 
are to be determined by another branch of the Grovemment, it is 
clearly for the Executive to leave nothing undone which may tend 
to render such determination unnecessary. 

You are instructed, therefore, to present the foregoing views to 
Lord Salisbury by reading to him this communication (leaving 
with him a copy should he so desire), and to reinforce them by 
such pertinent considerations as will doubtless occur to you. They ^^ 
call for a definite decision upon the point whether Great Britain 
will consent or will decline to submit the Venezuelan boundary 
qiiestion in its entirety to impartial arbitration. It is the earnest 
hope of the President that the conclusion will be on the side 
of arbitration, and that Great Britain will add one more to the 
conspicuous precedents she has already furnished in favour of 
that wise and just mode of adjusting international disputes. If 
he is to be disappointed in that hope, however — a result not to be 
anticipated, and in his judgment calculated to greatly embarrass 
the future relations between this country and Great Britain — it is 
his wish to be made acquainted with the fact at such early date as 
will enable him to lay the whole subject before ^Congress in his 
next Annual Message. I am, &c., 

(Signed) Richard Olney. 



THE QUESTION FROM ENGLAND'S POINT OF VIEW. 

The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir J. Pauncefote. 

No. 1. 

Foreign Office, 

Nov. 26th, IS95. 

Sir, — On the 7th August, I transmitted to Lord Gough a copy 
of the despatch from Mr. Olney which Mr. Bayard had left with 
me that day, and of which he had read portions to me. I 
informed him at the time that it could not be answered until it 
^ad been carefully considered by the law officers of the Crown. I 
have therefore deferred replying to it till after the recess. 

I will not now deal with those portions of it which are concerned 
exclusively with the controversy that has for some time past 
existed between the Republic of Venezuela and her Majesty's 
Government in regard to the boundary which separates their 
dominions. I take a very different view from Mr. Olney of 
various matters upon which he touches in that part of the des- 
patch ; but I will defer for the present all observations upon it, as 
it concerns matters which are not in themselves of fo§>t-Ti^<^N^ 



importance, and do not. directly concern the relations between 
Great Britain and the United States. 

The latter part, however, of the despatch, turning from the 
question of the frontiers of Venezuela, proceeds to deal with 
principles of a far wider character, and to advance doctrines of 
international law which are of considerable interest to al! the 
nations whose dominions include any portion of the western 
hemisphere. 

THE MONHOE DOCTRINE A8 UNDERSTOOD BY" 
LORD SALISBURY. 

The contentions set forth by 5Ir. Olney in this part of his 
despatch are represented by him as being an application of the 
political maxims which are well known in American discussion 
under the name of the Monroe doctrine. As far as I am aware, 
this doctrine has never been before advanced on behalf of the 
United States in any written communication addressed to the 
CJovemment of another nation ; hut it has been generally- 
adopted and dssumed as true by many eminent writers and 
pohtieians in the United States. It is said to have largely 
influenced the Government of that country in the conduct 
of its foreign afl'airs ; though Mr. Clayton, who was Secretary 
of State under President Taylor, expressly stated that that 
Administration had in no way adopted it. But during the 
period that has elapsed since the Mes.^age of President Slonroe 
was delivered in 1823, the doctrine has 'undergone a very notable 
development, and the aspect which it now presents in the hands 
of Mr. Olney differs widely from its character when it first issued 
from the pen of its author. The two propositions which in effect 
* President Monroe laid down were — first, that America was no 
longer to be looked ujion as a field for European colonization ; 
and, secondly, that Europe must not attempt to extend ita 
political system to America, or to control the political condition of 
any of the American communities who had recently declared their 
independence. — 



THE OBJECT OF THE MONROE DOCTRLNE. 

The dangers against which President Monroe thought it right 
to guard were not as imaginary as it would seem at the 
present day. The formation of the Holy Alliance ; the Con- 
gresses of Lahach and Verona ; the invasion of Spain by France 
for the purpose of forcing upon the Spanish people a form 
of government which seemed hkely to disappear, unless it WM 



sostained by external aid, were incidents fresh in the mind of I 
President Monroe when he penned his celebrated message. The 4 
system of which he s^^eaks, and of which be so resolutely-J 
deprecates the application to the American continent, was the ■ 
system then adopted hy certain powerful States upon the I 
Continent of Europe of combining to prevent by foroe of arms -J 
the adoption in other countries of political institutions which they I 
disliked, and to uphold by external pressure those which they I 
approved. Various i>ortions of South America had recently \ 
declared their independence, and that independence had j 
not been recognized by the Governments of Spain and i 
Portugal, to which, with small exception, the whole o£ i 
Central and South America were nominally subject. It was not i 
an imaginary danger that he foresaw, if he feared that the samoil 
spirit which had dictated the French expedition into Spain might * 
inspire the more powerful Grovernments of Europe with the idea of ■ I 
imposing, by the force of European arms, upon the South American f 
communities the form of government and the political connection I 
whieli they had thrown off. In declaring that the United States-j 
wonld resist any such enterprise if it was contemplated, Presidentl 
Monroe adopted a ^lolicy which received the entire sympathy of' j 
the English G-overnment of that date. 



NON- APPLICABILITY OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE. 

The dangers which were apprehended by President Monroe have 
no relation to the state of things in which we live at the present 
day. There is no danger of any Ifoly Alliance imposing its system 
upon any portion of the American Continent, and there is no 
danger of any Euro[>eau State treating any part of the American. 
Continent as a tit object for European colonization. It is. 
intelligible that Mr. OIney should invoke, in defence of the \ieTra 
on which he is now insisting, an authority which enjoys so high a 
popularity with his own fellow-countrymen. But the circumstancea 
with which President Monroe was dealing, and those to which the 
present American G-o\'emment is addressing itself, have very few 
features in common, Great Britain is imposing no " system " 
upon Venezuela, and is not concerning herself in any way with the 
nature of the political institutions under which the Venezuelans 
may prefer to live. But the British Empire and the KepubHc of 
Venezuela are neighbours, and they have differed for some time 
past, and continue to differ, as to the line by which their dominions 
are separated. It is a controversy with which the United States have 
no apparent practical concern. It is difficult, indeed, to see how it can 
materially affect any State or community outside those primarily 
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interesteii, except perhajjs other parts of Her Majesty's dominions 
. Buch as Trinidad. 

THE DISPUrED FRONTIER OF VENEZUELA. 

*/ Tlie disputed frontier of Venezuela has nothing to do witi 
any of the questions dealt with by President Monroe. It is no" 
a question of the colonization by a European Power of any portior 
of America. It is not the question of the imposition ujwn the 
communities of South America of any system of govemmen) 
devised in Europe. It is simply the determination of the ft-ontiei 
of a British possession which lielonged to the Throne of EnglanA 
long before the Republic of ^"enezuela came into existence Bub 
even if the interests of Veneuzela were so far linked to tho^ of th» 
United States as to give to the latter a locus stamdi in this con- 
troversy, their Government apparently ha\e not formed and cer- 
tainly do not express, any opinion upon the actual merits of the 
dispute. The Goveanment of the United states do not say that 
Great Britain, or that Venezuela, is in the right in the matters 
that are in issue. But they lay down that the doctrine of President 
Monroe, when he opposed the imposition of European systems, or 
the renewal of European colonization, confers upon them the right 
of demanding that when a European Power has a frontier difference 
with a South American community, the European Power shall 
consent to refer that controversy to arbitration; and Mr. Olney 
states that, "unless Her Majesty's Government accede to this de- 
mand, it will greatly embarrass the future relations between Great 
Britain and tlie United States." 

Whatever may be the authority of the doctrine laid down by 
President Monroe, there is nothing in his language to show that he 
ever thought of claiming this novel prerogative for the United States. 
It is admitted that he did not seek to assert a Protectorate 
over Mexico, or the States of Central and South America. 
Such a claim would have imposed ujjou the United States the 
duty of answering for the conduct of these States, and conse- 
quently the responsibility of controlling it. His sagacious foresight 
'ffould have led him energetically to de])recate the addition of so 
fierious a burden to those which the rulers of the United States 
have to bear. It follows of necessity that, if the Government of 
the United States will not control the conduct of these communi- 
ties, neither can it undertake to protect them from the conse- 
quences attaching to any misconduct of which they may be guilty 
towards other nations. If they violate in any. way the rights of 
another State, or of its subjects, it is not alleged that the Monroe 
ijoctrine will assure them the assistance of the United States in 
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escaping from any reparation which they may be bound by inter- 
national law to give. Mr. Olney expressly disclaims such an 
Inference from the principles he lays down. 

But the claim which he founds upon them is that, if any k^ 
Independent American State advances a demand for territory of 
^^hich its neighbours claims to be the owner, and that neighbour 
^s a colony of a European State, the United States have a right to 
insist that^ the European State shall submit the demand and its 
own impugned rights to arbitration. 

I will not now enter into a discussion of the merits of this 
itiethod of terminating international differences. It has proved 
itself valuable in many cases ; but it is not free from defects, 
which often operate as a serious drawback on its value. It is not 
always easy to find an arbitrator who is competent, and who, at the \^ 
same time, is wholly free -from bias ; and the task of insuring 
compliance with the award when it is made is not exempt from 
difficulty. It is a mode of settlement of which the value varies 
much according to the nature of the controversy to which it is 
, applied, and the character of the litigants who appeal to it. 
Whether, in any particular case, it is a suitable method of pro- 
cedure is generally a delicate and difficult question. The only 
parties who are competent to decide that question are the two 
parties whose rival contentions are in issue. The claim of a third \/^ 
nation, which is unaffected by the controversy, to impose this 
particular procedure on either of the two others, cannot be reason- 
ably justified, and has no foundation in the law of nations. 



IS THE MONKOE DOCTRINE SOUND? 

In the remarks which I have made, I have argued on the theory 
that the Monroe doctrine in itself is sound. I must not, however, 
be understood as expressing any acceptance of it on the part of 
Her Majesty's Government. It must always be mentioned with 
respect, on account of the distinguished statesman to whom it is 
due, and the great nation who have generally adopted it. But 
international law is founded on the general consent of nations ; 
and no statesman, however eminent, and no nation, however 
powerful, are competent to insert into the code of international 
law a novel principle which was never recognised before, and which 
has hot since been accepted by the Government of any other 
country. 

The United States have a right, like any other nation, to 
interpose in any controversy by which their own interests are 
affected; and they are the judge whether those interests are 
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touched, and in what measui-e they should be sustained. Batz:: 
their rights are in no way strengthened or extended by the facti 
that the controversy affects some territory which is called- 
American. Mr. Olney quotes the case of the recent Chilian war^ 
in which the United tttates declined to join with France and_J 
England in an effort to bring hostilities to a close, on account ot 
the Monroe doctrine. The United States were entirely in their" 
right in declining to join in an attempt at pacification if they " 
thought fit ; but Mr, Olney's principle that " American questions 
are for American decision," even if it received any countenance 
from the language of President Monroe (which it does not), cannot 
be sustained by any reasoning drawn from the law of nations. 

The G-ovemment of the United States is not entitled to al 
as a universal proposition, with reference to a number of inde- 
pendent States for whose conduct it assumes no responsibility, that 
its interests are necessarily concerned in whatever may befell those 
States simply because fhey are situated in the Western hemi- 
sphere. It may well be that the interests of the United States 
are affected by something that happens to Chile or to Peru, and 
that that circumstance may give them the right of interference; 
but such a contingency may equally happen in the case of China 
or Japan, and the right of interference is not more extensive i 
more assured in the one case than in the other. 

Though the language of President Monroe is directed to the 
attainment of objects which most Englislimeu would agree to be 
salutary, it is impossible to admit that they have been inscribed 
by any adequate authority in the code of international law; and 
the danger which such admission would involve is sufficiently 
exhibited both by the strange develoijment which the doctrine ha 
received at Mr. Olney's hands, and the arguments by which it i 
supported, in the des^iatch under reply. In defence of it h 
says : — " That distance and 3,000 miles of intervening ocean make 
any permanent political union between a European and an American 
State unnatural and inexpedient will hardly be denied. But 
physical and geographical considerations are the least of the 
objections to such a union. Europe has a set of primary interestB 
which are peculiar to herself ; America is not interested in them, 
and ought not to be vexed or complicated with them." 

And, again : — " Thus far in our history we have been spared the 
burdens and evils of immense standing armies and ail Che other 
accessories of huge warlike establishments; and the exemption 
has highly contributed to our national greatness and wealth, as 
well as to the happiness of every citizen. But with the Powers of 
Europe permanently encamped on American soil, the ideal con- 
ditions we have thus far enjoyed cannot be expected to continue." 



The necessary meaning of these words is that the union betweei; 
Great Britain and Canada; between Great Britain and Jamaica 
and Trinidad : between Great Britain and British Honduras ( 
British Guiana are "'inexpedient and unnatural." Presidei 
Monroe- disclaims any suck inference from his doctrine ; 1 
this, as in other respects, Mr. Olney develops it. He lays down 
that the inexpedient and unnatural character of the union between 
a European and American State is so obvious that it " will hardly 
be denied." Her Majesty's Government are prepared emphatically 
to deny it on behalf of both the English and American people who J 
are subject to her Crown. They maintain that the union betweeaV 
Great Britain and her territories in the Western hemisphere iflT 
both natural and expedient. They fully concur with the view 
which President Monroe apparently entertained, that any disturb- 
ance of the existing territorial distribution in that hemisphere hy 
any fresh acquisitions on the part of any European State would be 
a highly inexpedient change. But they are not pre]>ared to admit J 
that the recognition of that expediency is clothed with the sancti<m,B 
which belongs to a doctrine of international law. They are notT 
prepared to admit that the interests of the United States are 
necessarily concerned in every frontier dispute which may arise 
between any two of the States who possess dominion in the 
Western hemisphere j and still less can they accept the doctrine 
that the United States are entitled to claim that the process 
of arbitration shall be applied to any demand for the surrender of 
territory which one of those States may make against another. 

I have commented in the above remarks only ujion the general 
aspect of JMr. Olney's doctrines, apart, from the special considera- 
tions which attach to the controver.sy between the United 
Kingdom and Venezuela in its present phase. This controversy 
has undoubtedly been made more difficult by the inconsiderate 
action of the A'enezuelan Government, in breaking off relations 
with her Majesty's Government, and its settlement has been 
correspondingly delayed ; but her Majesty's Government have not^ 
surrendered the hope that it will be adjusted by a reasonable 
arrangement at an early date. 

I request, that you will read the substance of the above | 
despatch to Mr. Olney, and leave him a copy if he desires it. 
I am, &c., 

Salisbdet, 




THE UNITED STATES' VIEW OF THE QUESTION 
CBITICISED BY LOKD SAI>ISBUEY. 



The Marquis of Sauhbury to Sih J. Padncepote. 



Foreign Office, 

Nov. 2&t}i, 18! 

Sir,- — Id my preceding desjiatch of to-daj's date, I have replied 
only to the latter portion of Mr. Olney's despatch of the 20th of 
July last, which treats of the application of the Monroe doctrine 
to the question of the houndary dispute between Venezuela and 
the colony of British Guiana. But it seems desirable, in order to 
. remove some evident misapprehensions as to the main features of 
the question, that the statement of it contained in the earlier 
portion of Mr, CHney's despatch should not be left without reply. 
Such a couTf-e will be the more eouvenient because, in conse- 
quence of the suspension of diplomatic relations, I shall not have 
the opportunity of setting right misconceptions of this kind iu 
the ordinary way in a despatch addressed to the Venezuelan 
Government itself. 

Her Majesty's Government, while they have never avoided or 
declined argument on the siibject with the Government of Vene- 
zuela, have always held that the question was one which had no 
direct bearing on the material interests of any other country, and 
have consequently refrained hitherto from presenting any detailed 
statement of their case either to the United States or to other 
foreign Governments. 

It is, perhaps, a natural consequence of this circumstance that 
Mr. Olney's- narration of what has passed bears the impress of 
being mainly, if not entirely, founded on ex parte statements 
emanating from Venezuela, and gives, in the opinion of Her 
Majesty's Government, an erroneous view of many material facts, 

Mr. Olney commences his observations by remarking that " the 
dispute is of ancient date, and began at least as early as the time 
when Great Britain acquired by the treaty with the Netherlands - 
in 1814 the establishments of Demerara, Essequibo, and Berbice. 
From that time to the present the dividing line between these 
establishments, now called British Guiana, and Venezuela has 
never ceased to be subject of contention." 

Tliis statement is founded on misconception. The dispute on 
the subject of the frontier did not, in fact, commence till after the 
•/ year 1840. 




ENGLAND'S TITLE TO THE DISPUTED TERRITORY. 

The title of Great Britain to the territory in question is derived^a 
in the fii'st place, from conquest and military occupation of the^ 
Dutch settlements in 1796. Both on thia occasion and at the'l 
time of a previous occupation of those settlements in 1781, the. | 
British authorities marked the western bomidary of their poa-J 
sessions as heginning rame distance up the Orinoco heyond Point. I 
Barima, in accordance with the limits claimed and actually held by '■ 
the Dutch, and this has alvfays since remained the frontier claimed 
by Great Britain. The definitive cession of the Dutch settlements 
to England was, as Mr. Olney states, placed on record by the 
treaty of 1814, and, although the Spanish Government were parties 
to the negotiations which led to that treaty, they did not at any 
stage of them raise objection to the frontiers claimed by Great 
Britain, though these were perfectly well known to them. At that , 
time the Government of Venezuela had not been recognised even ■ 
hy the United States, though the province was already in revolt 
against the Spanish Government, and had declared its inde- 
pendence. No question of frontier was raised with Great Britain 
either by it or hy the Government of the United States of 
Colombia, in which it became merged in 1819. That Govern- 
ment, indeed, on repeated occasions, acknowledged its indebted- 
ness to Great Britain for her friendly attitude. When, in 1830, 
the Republic of Venezuela assumed a separate existence, its Govern- -I 
ment was equally warm in its expressions of gratitude and friend— j 
ship, and there was not at the time any indication of an intention I 
to raise sucb claims as have been urged hy it during the latt«;J 
portion of this century. 



THE NON-VALIDITY OF VENEZUELA'S CLAIM. 

It is true, as stated by Mr. Olney, that, in the Venezuelan 
Constitution of 1830, Article 5 lays down that "the territory of 
Venezuela comprises all that which previously to the political 
changes of 1810 was denominated the Captaincy-General of 
Venezuela." Similar declarations had been made in the funda- 
mental laws promulgated in 1819 and 1821. 

I need not point out that a declaration of this kind made 1 
newly self-constituted State can have no valid force as against! 
international arrangements previously concluded by the natioi 
from which it has separated itself. 

But the present difficulty would never have arisen if the" 
Government of Venezuela had been content to claim only those 
territories which could he proved or even reasonably asserted to 
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have been practically in the possession and under the effective 
jurisdiction of the Captain cj-Creiieral of ^'eneziiela. 

There is no authoritative statement by the Spanish G^ovemment 
of those territories, for a decree which the Venezuelan Govern- 
ment allege to have been issued by the King of S^min in 1768, 
describing the Province of Guiana as bordered on the south by 
the Amazon and on the east by the Atlantic, certainly cannot be 
regarded as such, ft absolutely ignores the Dutch settlements, 
which not only existed in fact, but. had been formally recognised 
by the Treaty of Munster of 1648, and it would, if now considered 
valid, transfer to Venezuela the whole of the British, Dutch, and 
French Ouianas, and an enormous tract of territory belonging to 
Brazil, 

EXTENT OF TERRITORY CLAIMED BX THE DUTCH 
AND ACQUIRED FROM THEM BY GREAT BRITAIN. 

But of the territories claimed and actually occupied by the 
Dutch, which were those acquired from them by Great Britaiii, 
there exist, the most authentic declarations. In 1759, and again 
in 1769, the States-General of Holland addressed formal remon- 
strances to the Court of Madrid against the incursions of the 
SiJaniarda into theu- posts and settlements in the basin of the 
Cuyuui, In these remonstrances they distinctly claimed all the 
branches of the Essequiho River, and especially the Cuyuni River, 
as lying within Dutch territory. They demanded immediate 
reparation for the proceedings of the Spaniards and reinstatement 
of the posts said to have been injured by them, and suggested 
that a proper delineation between the colony of Essequiho and the 
Rio Orinoco should be laid down by authority. 

TACIT ACCEPTANCE BY SPAIN OF THE 
DUTCH CLAIM. 

To this claim the kSpanish Government never attempted to make 
any reply. But it is evident from the archives which are preserved 
in Spain, and to which, by the courtesy of the Spanish Govern- 
ment, reference has been made, that the Council of State did not 
consider that they had the means of rebutting it, and that 
neither they nor the Governor of Cumana were prepai-ed serioufily 
to maintain the claims which were suggested in reports from his 
subordinate officer, the Commandant of Guiana. These reports 
were characterized by the Si^anish Ministers as insufficient and ' 
unsatisfactory, as "professing to show the Province of Guiana 
under too favourable a light," and finally bv the C-ouneil 





of state as appearing from other information to be " very 1 
improbable." I'tiej form, however, with a map which 
accompunied them, the evidence on which the Vene- 
zuelan Government appear most to rely, though it may be 
observed that among other documents which have from time to 
time been jjroduced or referred to by them in the course of the 
diaousaious is a Bnll of Pope Alexander VI. in 1493, which, if it is 
to be considered as having any present validity, would take from 
the Government of the United States all title to jurisdiction on 
the continent of North America. The fundamental principle 
underlying the Venezuelan argument is, in fact, that, inasmuch as 
Bpain was originally entitled of rigid to the whole of the American 
continent, any territory on that continent which she cannot be 
shown to have aclinowledged in positive and sjwcific terms to have 
passed to another Power can only have been acquired by wrongful 
usurpation, and if situated to the north of the Amazon and wetit of 
the Atlantic must necessarily belong to Venezuela, as her self- 
constituted inheritor in those regions. It may reasonably be asked 
whether Mr. Olney would consent to refer to the arbitration of 
another Power pretensions raised by the Government of Mexico o 
such a foundation to large tracts of territory which had long been'j 
oompriaed in the Federation. 



SCHOMUURGK'S MAP. 



s called 



The circumstances connected with the marking of what i 
the " Scliomburgk " line are as follows : — 

In 1835 a grant was made by the British Government for 
the exploration of the Interior of the British colony, and Mr. 
(afterwards Sir Hobert) Schomburgk, who was employed on 
this service, on his return to the capital of the colony m July, 
1839, called the attention of the Government to the necessity j 
for an early demarcation of its boundaries, fie was in conse- ] 
quence apfjointed in November, 1840, Special tommissioner for i 
provisionally surveying and dehmiting the boundaries of British l 
Ouiana, and notice of the appointment was gi\en to the tiovem- | 
ments concerned, including that of Venezuela 

The intention of Her ilajesty's Government at that time | 
waa, when the work of the Commissioner had been completed^ 
to communicate to the otiier Governments their views as to the 
true boundary of the British colony, and then to settle any*- 
details to which those Governments might take objections. 

It is important to notice that Sir R. Schomburgk did not 
discover or invent any new boundaries. He took partio 
care to fortify himself with the liist.ory of the case. 



> had,; 



further, from actual exploration and information obtained from 
the Indiana, and from the evidence of local reir.ainB, as at 
Barima, and local traditions, as on the Cuyuni, fixed the 
limite of the Dutch possessions, and the zone from which all 
trace of Spanish influence was absent. On such data he based 
his reports. 

At the very outset of his raiasion he aurveyed Point Barima, 
where the remains of a Dutch fort still existed, and placed there 
and at the mouth of the Amacura two boundary posts. At the 
urgent entreaty of the Venezuelan Government, these two jioats 
were afterwards removed, as stated by Mr. Olney, but this conces- 
sion was made on the distinct understanding that Great Britain 
did not thereby in any way abandon her claim to that position. 

In submitting the maps of his survey, on whioli he indicated the 
Une which he wonld propose to Her Majesty's tiovernraent for 
adoption, Sir R. Schomburgk called attention to the fact that Her 
Majesty's Government might justly claim the whole basin of the- 
Ouyuni and Yuruari on the ground that the natural boundary of 
the colony included any territory through which flow rivers which 
fall into the Essequibo. " Upon this principle,"' he wrote, "the 
^''^undary line would run from the sources of the Carumani towards 
the sources of the Cuyuni proper, and from thence towards its far 
more northern tributaries, the rivers Truary Ci'uruari) and Iruang 
(yuruan), and thus approach the very heart of Venezuelan Guiana." 
But, on the grounds of complaisance towards Venezuela, he pro- 
posed that Great Britain should consent to surrender her claim to 
a more extended frontier inland in return for the formal recogni- 
tion of her right to Point Barima. It was on thia principle that 
he drew the boundary line which has since been called by hia 



WHY " SOHOMBURGK'S LINE" DOES NOT BIND 
GREAT BRITAIN. 

Undoubtedly, therefore, Mr. Ohiey ia right when he states that 
" it seems impossible to treat the Schomburgk line as being the 
boundary claimed by Great Britain as matter of right, or as 
anything but a hue originating in considerations of convenience 
and expediency." The f^chomburgk line was in fact a great 
reduction of the boundary claimed by Great Britain a= matter of 
right, and ita proposal originated in a desire to come to a speedy 
and friendly arrangement with a weaker Power with whom Great 
Britain was at the time, and de.»ired to remain, in cordial 
relations. 
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The following are the main facts of the dii 
ensued witli the Venezuelan Government :— 

While Mr. Schoml'urgk was engaged on his survey, 
Venezuelan Minister in London had urged her Majesty's Govenf* 
ment to enter into a treaty of limits, but received the 
that, if it should be necessary to enter into auch a treaty, 
survey was, at any rate, the necessary preliminary, and tr 
this was proceeding. 

As soon as her Majesty's Government were in possession 
Mr. Schomburgk's reports, the \^enezuelaii Minister was infc 
that they were in a jnsition to commence negotiations, and in 
January, 1844, M. Fortique commenced by stating the claim of 
his Government. 

This claim, starting from such obsolete grounds as the original 
discovery by Si>ain of the American continent, and mainly sup- 
ported by quotations of a more or less vague character from the 
writings of travellers and geographers, but adducing no substantial 
evidence of act.ual conquest or occnjiation of the territory claimed, 
demanded the Essequibo itself as the boundary of Venezuela, 

A reply was returned by Lord Aberdeen, then Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs, pointing out that it would be impossible to 
arrive at any agreement if both sides brought forward pretensions 
of BO extreme a character, but stating that the British Government 
would not imitate M. Fortique in putting forward a claim which 11 
-could not be intended seriously to maintain. Lord Aberdeen theal 
proceeded to announce the concessions which, " out of friendly re- 
gard to Venezuela," Her Majesty's Government were prejiared to 
make, and proix)sed a line starting from the mouth of the Moroco'/^ 
to the junction of the River Barama with the Waini, thence up the 
Barama to the point at which that stream approached nearest to ^ 
the Acarabisi, and thence following Sir R, Schomburgk's line fronk^f 
the scource of the Acarabisi onwards. ^H 

A condition was attached to the proffered cession, viz., that the^J 
Venezuelan Government should enter into an engagement that no 
portion of the territory proposed to be ceded should be alienated 
at any time to a foreign Power, and that the Indian tribes residing 
in it should be protected from oppression. 

No answer to the note was ever received from the Venezuelan 
Grovemment, and in ISflO Her Majesty's Government informed 
Her Majesty's Charge d'Afifaires at Caracas that, as the proposal 
had remained for more than six years unaccepted, it must bsjfl 
considered as having lapsed, and authorised him to make b^M 
communication to the Venezuelan Government to that effect. J^U 

A report having at the time become current in Venezuela th^^f 
Great Britain intended to seize Venezuelan Guiana, the Britid^H 






Govemment diatinctly disclaimed wuch an intention, but, inasniuch 
as the Government of Venezuela subsequently permitted projeots 
to be set on foot for the occupation of Point Barima and certain 
other positions in disput.e, the British Charge d'AfTaires was 
instructed in June, 1850, to call the serious attention of the 
President and Government of Venezuela to the question, and to 
declare to them " that, whilst, on the one hand. Great Britain had 
no intention to occupy or encroach on the disputed territory, she 
would not, on the otlier hand, view with indifference aggressionj 
on the territory by Venezuela." 

VENEZUELA MAKES NO CLAIM TO THE 
DISPUTED TERRITORY. 

The Venezuelan Government replied in December of the same 
year that Venezuela had no intention of occujiying or encroaching 
upon any part of the territory the dominion of which was in dis- 
pute, and that orders would be iwsued to the authorities in Guiana 
to abstain from taking any steps contrary to this engagement. 

This couKtitutes what has been termed the " Agreement of 
1850," to which the Government of Venezuela have frequently 
api>ealed, hut which the Venezuelans have repeatedly violated io 
succeeding years. 

ENCROACHMENT BY VENEZUELA ON THE 
DISPUTED TERRITORY. 

Their first acts of this natiu-e consisted in the oceuiialion of 
fresh jxsitions to the east of their previous settlements, and the 
fonnding in 1858 of the town of Nueva Providencia on the right 
bank of the Yuruari, all previous settlements being on the left 
bank. The British Government, however, considering that these 
settlements were so near positions which they had not wished to 
claim, considering also the difficulty of controlling the movements 
of mining populations, overlooked this breach of the agreement. 

The Governor of the colony was in 1857 sent to Caracas to 
negotiate for a settlement of the boundary, but he found the 
Venezuelan State in so disturbed a condition that it was impossible 
to commence negotiations, and eventually he came away withoat 
having effect^ed anything. 

For the nest 19 years, as stated by Mr. Olney, the eivU 
commotions in Venezuela prevented any resumption of nego- 
tiations. 

In 1876 it was reiwrted that the Venezuelan Govemmeut had. 



for the second time, broken "the Agreement of 1850" by 
granting Ucences to trade and cut wood in Barima and eastward. 
JjSter in the same year that Government once more made an over- 
ture for the settlement of a boundary. Various delays interposed 
before negotiations actually commenced ; and it was not till 1879 
that Senor Rojaz began them with a renewal of the claim to the 
Essequibo as the eastern boundary of Venezuelan Guiana. At the 
same time he stated that his Government wished "to obtain, by 
means of a treaty, a definite settlement of the question, and was 
disposed to proceed to the demarcation of the divisional Une 
between the two Guianas in a spirit of conciliation and true Mend- 
ship towards her Majesty's Government." 

In reply to this communication a note was addressed to Senor 
Rojaz on January 10th, 1880, reminding him that the boundary 
which her Majesty's Government claimed, as a matter of strict 
right on grounds of conquest and concession by treaty, com- 
menced at a point at the mouth of the Orinoco, westward of Point 
Barima, that it proceeded thence in a southerly direction to the 
Imataca Mountains, the line of which it followed to the north- 
■ west, passing from thence by the high land of Santa Maria just 
south of the town of Upata until it struck a range of hills on 
the eastern bank of the Oaroni river, following these southwards 
until it struck the great backbone of the Guiana district, the 
Barima Mountains of British Guiana, and thence southwards to 
the Pacarairaa Mountains. On the other hand, the claim which 
had been put forward on behalf of Venezuela by General Guzman- 
Bianco in his message to the National Congress of February 
20th, 1877, would involve the surrender of a province now in- 
habited by 40,000 British subjects, and which had been in the 
uninterrupted jxisaeHsiou of Holland and of Great Britain suc- 
cessively for two centuries. The difference between these two 
claims being so great, it was pointed out to Senor Hojaz that, 
in order to arrive at a satisfactory arrangement, each paxty must 
be prepared to make very considerable concessions to the other, 
and he was assured that, although the claim of Venezuela to the 
Eaaequibo river boundary could not, under any circumstances, be 
entertained, yet that her Majesty's Government were anxious to 
meet the Venezuelan Government in a spirit of conciliation, and 
would be willing, in the event of a renewal of negotiations for the 
general settlement of boundaries, to waive a portion of what they 
considered to be their strict rights if Venezuela were really 
disposed to make corresponding concessions on bar part. 

The Venezuelan Minister replied in February, 1881, by pi-o- 
posing a line whith commenced on the coast a mile to the north 
of the Moroco River and followed certain parallels and mecid^'as. 




inland, bearing a general resemblance to the proiioaal made by 
Lord Aberdeen in 1844. 
J Senor Kojaz's proposal was referred to the Lieutenant-Governor 
and Attorney-General of British Guiana, who were then in 
England, and they presented an elaborate re]>ort, showing that in 
the 35 years which had elapsed since Lord Aberdeen's proposed 
concession, natives and others had settled in the territory under 
the belief that they would enjoy the benefits of British rule, and 
that it was impossible to assent to any such concessions as Senor 
Rojaz's line would involve. They, however, pro^xised an alterna- 
tive line, whiQh involved considerable reductions of that laid 
down by Sir K, Schomburgk. 

This boundary was proposed to the Venezuelan Government by 
Lord Granville in September, 1881, but no answer was ever 
returned by that Government to the proposal. 



FURTHER ENCKOACHMENT KY VENEZUELA 
ON THE GOLD FIELD. 

While, however, the Venezuelan Minister constantly stated that 

the matter was under active consideration, it was found that in 

the same year a concession had been given by his Government 

I to General Pulgar, which included a large portion of the 

^ ten-itory in dispute. This was the third breach by Venezuela 

, of the agreement of 1850. 

•J Early in 1884 news arrived of a fourth breach by Venezuela of 
the Agreement of 1850, through two different grants which 
covered the whole of the territory in dispute, and as this was 
followed by actual attempts to settle on the disput«d territory, the 
British Government could no longer remain inactive. 

Warning was therefore given to the Venezuelan Government 
and to the concessionnaires, aud a British magistrate was sent into 
the threatened district to assert the British rights. 

Meanwhile the negotiations for a settlement of the boundary 
had continued, but tlie only replies that could be obtained from 
Senor Guzman Blanco, the Venezuelan Minister, were proposals for 
arbitration in different forms, all of which her Majesty's Govern- 
ment were compelled to decline as involving a submission to the 
arbitrator of the claim advanced by Venezuela in 1844 to oU 
territory up to the left bank of the Essequibo. 



ENGLAND'S CLAIM TO THE SCHOMBURGK 
LINE AS A BASE. 

As the [)rogress of settlement by British subjects made 




deciBion of some kind absolutely necessary, and as the Venezuelan 
Government refused to come to any reasonable arrangement, her 
Majesty's Government decided not to repeat the offer of con- 
cessions which had not been reciprocated, but to assert their > 
undoubted ri^ht to the territory within the Schomburgk line, 
while still consenting to hold open for further negotiation, and 
even for arbitration, the unsettled lands between that line and 
what they considered to be the rightfiil boundary, as stated in the 
note to Senoi Bojaz of January 10th, 1880. 

The execution of this decision was deferred for a time, owing to 
the return of 9enor Guzman Blanco to London, and the desire of 
Lord Rosebery, then Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to 
settle all pending questions between the two Governments. Mr. 
Olney is mistaken in supposing that in 1886 " a treaty was 
practically agreed upon containing a general arbitration clause, 
under which the iiarties might have submitted the boundary 
dispute to the decision of a third Power, or of several Powers in 
amity with both." Jt is true that General Guzman Blanco 
proposed that the commercial treaty between the two countries 
should contain a clause of this nature, but it had reference to 
future disputes only. Her Majesty's Government have always 
insisted on a separate discussion of the frontier question, and have 
considered its settlement to be a necessary preliminary to other 
arrangements. Ijord Rosehery's proposal made in July, 188fi, was 
" that the two Governments should agree to consider the territory 
lying between the boundary lines respectively proposed in the 
eighth paragraph of Senor Itojaz's note of February 21st, 1881, 
and in I-ord Granville's not-e of September loth, 1881, as the 
territoryin dispute between the two countries, and thataboundary 
line within the limits of this territory should be traced either by 
an arbitrator or by^ a joint commission on the basis of an 
equal division of this territory, due regard being had to natural 
boundaries." 

Senor Guzman Blanco replied declining the proposal and repeat- 
ing that arbitration on the whole claim of Venezuela was the only 
method of solution which he could suggest. This pretension is 
hardly les.s exorbitant than would be a refusal by Great Britain 
to agree to an arbitration on the boundary of British Columbia and 
Alaska unless the United States would consent to bring into ques- 
tion one-half of the whole area of the latter territory. He shortly 
afterwards left England, and as there seemed no hope of arriving 
at an agreement by further discussions, the Schomburgk line was / 
proclaimed as the irreducible boundary of the colony in Octol>er, 
1886, It must be borne in mind that, in taking this step. Her 
Majesty's Government did not assert anything approaclmvj.'OQsssi 



extreme claim but confined themselves within the limits of what 
had as early as 1840 been snggested as a concession out of friendly 
regard and complaisance. 

When 8enor (Juzman Blanco, having returned to Venezuela, 
announced his intention of erecting a lighthouse at Point Barima, 
the British Government expressed their readiness to permit this if 
he would enter into a formal written agreement that its erection 
would not be held to prejudice their claim to the site. 

In the meanwhile the Venezuelan Government had sent com- 
missioners into the territory to the east of the Schombnrgk line, 
and on their return two notes were addressed to the British 
Minister at Caracas, dated respectively the 26th and 31.st January, 
1887, demanding the evacuation of the whole territory held by 
Great Britain from the month of the Orinoco to the Pomeroon 
river, and adding that should this not be done by the 20th 
February, and should the evacuation not be accompanied by the 
acceptance of arbitration as the means of deciding the pending 
frontier question, diplomatic relations would be broken off. In 
pursuance of this decision the British representative at Caracas 
received his passports and relations were declared by the Vene- 

Izuelan Government to be suspended on the 21st February, 1887. 
In December of that ye-ar, as a matter of precaution, and in 
order that the claims of Great Britain beyond the Schomburgk 
line might not be considered to have been abandoned, a notice 
was issued by the Governor of Brittsh Guiana formally reserv- 
ing those claims. No steps have, however, at any time been 
taken by the British authorities to exercise jurisdiction beyond 
the Hchomhurgk line nor t-o interfere with the proceedings of 
the Venezuelans in the territory outside of it, although, pend- 
ing a settlement of the dispute, Great Britain cannot recognise 
those proceedings as valid, or as conferring any legitimate title. 

The question has remained in this position ever since; the 
bases on which Her Majesty's Government were [(repared to 
negotiate for its settlement were clearly indicated to the 
Venezuelan Plenipotentiaries who were successively despatched 
to Loudon in 1890, 1891, and 1893 to negotiate for a renewal 
of diplomatic relations, but as on those occasions the only 
solutions which the Venezuelan Government professed them- 
selves ready to accept would still have involved the submiasiOQ 
to arbitration of the Venezuelan claim to a large portion of the 
British Colony, no progi-ess has yet been made towards a. 
settlement. 

It will be seen from the preceding statement that the Govern- 
ment of Great Britain have from the first held the same riew as to 
the extent of territory which they are entitled to claim as a matter 



of right. It comprised the coast-line up to the Hiver Amacura 
and the whole basin of the Esaequibo River and its tributaries. A 
portion of that claim, however, they have always been wilHng to ^ 
waive altogether; in regard to another portion, they have been 
and continue to be perfectly ready to submit the question of their 
title to arbitration. As regards the rest, that which hes within the 
so-calle'd Schomburgk line, they do not consider that the rights of 
Great Britain are open to question. Even within that line they 
have, on various occasions, offered to Venezuela considerable con- 
cessions as a matter of friendship and conciliation, and for the 
purpose of securing an amicable settlement of the dispute. If as 
time has gone on the <jonceBsions thua offered diminished in 
extent, and have now been withdrawn, this has been the necessary 
consequence of the gradual spread over the couutry of British 
settlements, which Her Majesty's Government cannot in justice to k 
the inhabitttnts offer to surrender to foreign rule, and the justice 
of such withdrawal is amply borne out by the researches in the 
national archives of Holland and Spain, which have furnished 
further and more convincing evidence in support of the British 
claims. 

The discrepancies in the frontiers assigned to the British colony 
in various maps published in England, and erroneously assumed to 
be founded on official information, are easily accounted for by the 
circumstances which I have mentioned. Her Majesty's Govern- 
ment cannot, of course, be responsible for such publications made 
without their authority. 

Although the negotiations in 1890, 1891, and 1893 did not lead 
to any result, her Majesty's Government have not abandoned the 
hope that they may be resumed with better success, and that when 
the internal politics of Venezuela are settled on a more durable 
basis than has lately appeared to be the case, her Government may 
be enabled to adopt a more moderate and conciliatory course in 
regard to this question than that of their predecessors. Her 
Majesty's Government are sincerely desirous of being in friendly 
relations with Venezuela, and certainly have no design to seize 
territory that properly belongs to her, or forcibly to extend 
sovereignty over any portion of her population. 

They have, on the contrary, expressed their readiness to submit ^ 
to arbitration the conflicting claims of Great Britain and Venezuela 
to large tracts of territory which, fixim their auriferous nature, are 
known to be of almost untold value. But they cannot consent to 
entertain, or to submit to the arbitration of another Power, or of 
foreign jurists, however eminent, claims based on the extravagant 
pretensions of Spanish officials in the last century, and involving 
the transfer of large numbers of British subjects, who have for many 
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years enjoyed the settled rule of a British colony, to a nation of dif- 
ferent race and language, whose political system is subject to fre- 
quent disturbance, and whose institutions as yet too often afford 
very inadequate protection to life and property. No issue of this 
description has ever been involved in the questions which Great 
Britain and the United »States have consented to submit to arbitra- 
tion, and Her Majesty's Government are convinced that in* similar 
circumstances the Government of the United States would be 
equally firm in declining to entertain proposals of such a nature. 

Your Excellency is authorized to state the substance of this 
despatch to Mr. Olney, and to leave him a copy of it if he should 
desire it. 

I am, &c.,' 

(Signed) Salisbury. 
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